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The spanner in the works 

An important exercise in the collating of 
news and ideas for this column is a thorough 
persusal of a number of the Sunday papers — 
Sunday papers rather than dailies, as the role 
of the former is less to report items of news as 
they occur than to get the whole of the week’s 
news in perspective, sorting out the important 
from the unimportant and giving in-depth 
analyses, in the way of major articles, of the 
burning topics of the moment. 

What has been noticeable about the Sunday 
papers over the past few weeks is that, more 


than at any time within recent memory, they 


have contained numerous articles and other 
features devoted to the most agonised national 
introspection. British journalists, as if strongly 
sensitive to what they see as a deepening mood 
of national gloom, fuelled by an increasing 
sense of national failure, seem to be feeling the 
need to vie with one another in contemplating 
the national navel. What is wrong with us? 
Why is our national performance in so many 
areas so poor? Why are we failing so abysmally 
to get to grips with our many problems? Why 
indeed do our international rivals, prominent 
among whom are the countries we are 
supposed to have defeated in the last war, 
seem to make such a better job of running 
things than we do? 

This turning inwards upon ourselves and 


subjecting the modern tendency of Britain to 


malfunction to heart-searching analysis seems 
to have been given added impetus as it has 
dawned upon us that the Germans, whom we 
helped to defeat and crush in 1945, have 
turned the tables on their victors and are now 
riding high in Europe, promising to dominate 
the community of nations to which we have 
committed ourselves as a member. To those 
who recall the events of World War II — 
Dunkirk, the Battle of Britain, the Normandy 
landings and the final eclipse of Hitler — this is 
a traumatic experience, for it calls vividly into 
question the whole presumption — 
unchallenged for over forty years — of a 
British ‘victory’. That we were able to emerge 
from that war on the winning side gave us a 
strong sense, however misplaced, of national 
superiority; and this was bad, for it confirmed 
us in a smug belief in the soundness of our 
national ethics and institutions. But now, in 
the near half-century that has followed, we 
have suffered defeat after defeat, nurturing 
within us an alarmed awareness of our woeful 
inferority. That might not be so bad, as it looks 
as if it is nurturing a climate in which there is 
„a growing awareness of the need for 
fundamental national change. Precisely what 
change is still a matter of immense confusion, 
as a thousand different prescriptions are 
offered for the cure of our national ills. But at 
least all this has the virtue that it signals a 
growing acceptance that we cannot carry on as 
we are. ‘Revolution’ is word that, for most of 
history, has not been popular in the British 
political vocabulary; yet such was the climate 
in this country at the beginning of the 1980s 
that government ministers, even sometimes 
including the Premier herself, together with 
commentators of the Tory press, felt able to 
euse that word as a description of what now had 
to be carried out in the British way of doing 
things. Of course there has been no revolution 
in the ensuing years — the same forces are in 
control as before and the same muddling on 
continues — but at least the concept of 
revolutionary change has become respectable, 
whereas previously it was definitely not 
respectable. $ 
Where must the change have its centre of 
gravity? This is where we come back to the 
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Sunday papers. There we will find one writer 
asserting that it must be in the economy, 
another that it must be in education, another 
in the social structure, yet another in the 
political system, and so on. There is of course 
much truth in all of these assertions, but it is 
certain that as long as the debate continues in 
its present form, and within its present 
parameters, it is going to lead to no real 
enlightcnment as to the source of our national 
ills, least of all to any real action to put things 
right. 

For it is a debate which carefully excludes 
mention of one factor in our national 
misfortunes without consideration of which 
none of the other factors can be seen in proper 
perspective. It might be appropriate to 
describe this missing, and ignored, factor 
simply as ‘The spanner in the works’. 

For no analysis of the malfunctioning of 
contemporary Britain can ever lead us 
anywhere unless it recognises as a central truth 
that there are forces in our society, deeply 
entrenched and exercising enormous power, 
that are dedicated to preventing us functioning 
as a nation — indeed surviving as one. There is 
an interest group (some would prefer to 
describe it as a network of interest groups) to 
which the successful recovery of Britain is a 
thing to be prevented at all costs, and whose 
operatives will work with all their might, and 
by use of their considerable wiles, to ensure 
does not happen. 

In every important state, since the history of 
the world began, there have existed the forces 
of international disruption and subversion — 
forces working not for the state but for the 
enemies of the state, and which have acted as a 
counterweight to every attempt to guide the 
destinies of the state in a beneficial direction. 

But only in very unique periods of history 
have these forces of internal disruption 
and subversion attained a foothold within a 
state whereby they could be said to 
predominate in the way of influence and 
power, whereby in effect they came to prevail 
over the interests of state itself. 

This journal believes that it is not an 
exaggeration to say that just such a state of 
affairs has been reached in Britain in the 
second half of the 20th century. Subversion 
does not just eat away at the vitals of the 
national body; it has become the presiding 
power over that national body — and to the 
point at which it is able to designate those 
fighting to preserve the nation as the 
subversives. In other words, by an extra- 
ordinary process of developments Britain has 
become an estate in which the poacher has 
attained the position of gamekeeper,. and 
regulates all that goes on with the 
imperiousness of master. 

We actually have a state of things in which 
those in control of the nation are intent on 
eliminating the nation — eliminating its 
sovereign freedom of action in world affairs, 
eliminating its independent economic and 
industrial base, even eliminating the national 
character and identity of its people. 

Should it then be any surprise, in the light of 
this situation, that Britain is failing to perform 
as a nation, that her economy is not working 
properly, that her system of education is in 
chaos, that she is rent by national division, 
amounting in some areas almost to civil war? 

Taking the field of education as just one 
example, all present debate assumes nothing 


more than that our school system is a scene of 
chaos and confusion, compounded by the 
presence of great numbers of incompetent 
teachers with the wrong ideas. Completely 
absent from the discussion so far is the 
proposition that our institutions of education 
in Britain, like so many others, are being 
deliberately subverted with the precise object 
of breeding a population of ignoramuses 
incapable of competing with the world in 
anything. 

Then in the case of the economy, the 
thousands of articles that have been written, of 
books that have been published, of reports 
that have been compiled, all proceed from the 
premise that everyone involved in the nation’s 
productive processes, as well as everyone 
responsible for overall economic policy, 
genuinely wats Britain to prosper econom- 
ically, and that our failures in this field derive 
simply from error and incapacity, augmented 
by lack of motivation and effort. Debate 
constantly hinges on what can be done to 
overcome these deficiencies. And that is as far 
as it goes. 


Not permitted any platform in the debate is 
the suggestion that there may be numerous 
influences present in our economic life whose 
objectives are entirely opposite to those 
presumed to exist everywhere, that those 
influences are directed deliberately towards 
ensuring that Britain does not succeed 
economically, that she does not compete, that 
she does not perform, and that eventually she 
even loses ownership and control.of her own 
national economic resources. 

The latter possibility is underlined by the 
continuing series of sell-outs and take-overs 
whereby vital parts of British industry have 
been surrendered to foreign capital — as if this 
was in accordance with a consciously 
determined policy carried out at the highest 
level. 

The very exclusion of these questions from 
the great national debate is itself an indicator 
of the forces at work that have been described. 
It is virtually certain that every informed 
journalist knows that there are particular ‘no- 
go’ areas of observation and comment into 
which he or she is not allowed to venture. Just 
a few such journalists — Peregrine Wors- 
thorne, Paul Johnson and ‘Peter Simple’ 
among them — have been so bold as occasion- 
ally to acknowledge that this censorship exists 
in respect of matters pertaining to race and 
immigration. But why should it end there? If 
there. is censorship on that subject, as 
undoubtedly there is, why should there not be 
censorship on several others? On the workings 
of the financial system, for example, violation 
of which lost the Financial Times columnist C. 


Gordon Tether his job and his career several 
years ago? Or on the origins of the Second 
World War? Or on the much publicised 
‘holocaust’? 

Right at this moment all the world is talking 
about the manifest failures of communism. 
But entirely absent from the discussion is any 
factual exposure of the origins of the 
communist system. What type of people were 
its creators? And what was their purpose? 
Such questions are not even allowed to be 
asked, let alone answered. Why this clamp- 
down on free debate? Again we come back to 
the presence of those strange forces described 
earlier as the ‘spanner in the works’. 

Only last month it was loudly announced in 
the press that Mrs. Thatcher was intending to 
lead a national ‘crusade’ in defence of the 


‘institution of the family, so concerned is she, 


apparently, that family life is breaking down, 
with a record number of divorces and children 
born out of wedlock. 

-= Most people will no doubt greet this news as 
very welcome. But just how effective is the 
Prime Minister’s campaign in support of 
family life going to be? We must ask this 
question seriously because straightaway we 
have to recognise that Mrs. Thatcher is up 
against forces extremely powerfully 
entrenched in this country that will be 
determined to thwart her at every turn, the 
main ones of which are the organs of the mass 
media — in particular television, which daily 
and nightly spews out a bill of fare that runs 
counter to all family ethics and values, which 


-= undermines parental authority over children, 


which normalises illicit sex, marital infidelity, 
homosexuality and so much else which 
operates to pull down the family institution. 

It is perfectly plain to any observer with eyes 
to see and a brain with which to think that 
dominant in television and in the film industry, 
as in so much of the remaining mass media, are 
forces which positively do not want the family 
to survive. They do not want the family to 
survive because their mission and purpose is to 
destroy everything conducive to a healthy and 
stable society. They are, in a word, simply 
subversive. What will Mrs. 
against such forces? What dare she do? We 
expect virtually nothing. 

But unless these forces are identified, 
exposed and ruthlessly weeded out nothing is 
going to be possible in the way of action at 
government level to counter present 
tendencies working towards the disintegration 
of the family unit, and having a knock-on 
effect, as this does, on so many other fields of 
the national life. 

The influences in the mass media that are 
serving, we submit with quite deliberate 
purpose, to break up the institution of the 
family in Britain provide just one more 
example of this ‘spanner in the works’, this 
subversive agency which, if not pinpointed and 
tackled, will undermine every effort to 
overcome the nation’s problems and set it on 
an even keel again. 

But not even the existence’ of such a 
‘spanner in the works’ is allowed public 


mention. So how can there possibly be any 


meaningful debate about what is wrong in 
present-day Britain, about why we are not 
functioning properly as a nation, if that debate 
is not allowed to extend to a consideration of 
all the influences and forces at work in our 


Thatcher do. 


national life that may be causing us to 
malfunction? 

It is as if a conference of doctors was 
urgently investigating a solution to the AIDS 
problem but no-one at that conference was 
allowed to make mention of homosexuals. Or 
a conference of policemen and criminologists 
discussing how to combat the Mafia, but in 
which no-one was permitted to mention 
Sicilians! 

Of course, we all know those apostles of the 
‘conspiracy theory’ who take things to the 
point of absurd oversimplification, alleging 
that ‘conspiracies’ — even one single 

‘conspiracy’ — can be held accountable for 
everything that is wrong in the world. We 
rightly look upon such people as cranks, some 
with a few hinges out of place. 

But we think it not an exaggeration to assert 
that forces operating by the methods of 
conspiracy — that is to say operating covertly 
and not announcing their intentions to the 
world, while taking care to impose gags on 
those who would expose them — have been a 
major factor in bringing about the ills that 
have beset this planet during the present 
century, in particular the ills besetting Britain. 

Not until the existence of those forces is 
frankly acknowledged and their activities 
exposed to the light of day can we then decide 
their precise role in the present chaos, to what 
extent our troubles can be attributed to them 
and to what extent to other, more convent- 
ionally acknowledged, factors. 

The situation in which we are placed is one 
in which we have a patient (Britain) in for 
examination on the hospital bed in whom we 
can detect a malignant tumor, a cancerous cell 
with potentially fatal consequences. A panel 
of medics is examining and discussing the 
numerous symptoms of this patient’s poor 
state of health, and how these symptoms can | 
be treated. But no-one may discuss the tumor 
that threatens to kill him because that 
constitutes a.subject that has been rendered 
taboo by higher authority. What hope is there 
that such a patient will recover? 

To use another analogy, it is as if an army 
was in a constant process of retreat, losing 
every battle and with the morale of the troops 
at rock-bottom level. The high command talks 
itself hoarse in an effort to analyse the causes 
of failure, all with no coherent solution 
emerging. | 

Then a group of lowly ranked soldiers make 
a discovery. They find that in fact a number of 
top generals are in the pay of the enemy — 
and, moreoever, the army’s system of 
communications is under the enemy’s control, 
with the result that a large part of the 
information being fed to the army is false 
information and a large part of the battle 
orders being issued from GHQ are orders 
designed to get the army marching in the 
wrong direction! 

The soldiers try to impress the facts of their 
discovery on the high command, but the high 
command will not hear of it. In fact the 
soldiers are forbidden to talk of their discovery 
to anyone and threatened with court martial if 
they disobey. Meanwhile the brasshats go on 
talking about the army’s problems as if the fact 
of enemy infiltration simply did not exist! 

This, in a nutshell, is what is happening i in 
contemporary Britain. The nation is not 
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- INTERNATIONALISM THE 


ENEMY, NOT GERMANY 


JOHN TYNDALL looks behind the furore resulting from 
the Ridley interview 


NICHOLAS RIDLEY used silly, indeed utterly 
puerile, language in the interview in The 
Spectator magazine in which he attacked 
current moves to push Britain towards further 
integration with Europe. 

Nevertheless, behind his ill-chosen words 
there lay a case thoroughly sound in substance 
and supported by many more people in this 
country than the great and the powerful would 
care to acknowledge. — | 

European political and economic integ- 


; 4 
ration are wrong: wrong for France, wrong for 


Germany, wrong for Italy, above all wrong for 
Britain. The case against such integration 
deserves an informed, articulate and rational 
spokesman. Presented through the mouth of 
ex-Trade Secretary Ridley it was reduced to 
parody: a combination of ignorance, hysterics 
and clapped-out superstition — indeed World 
War II propaganda at its very worst. It should 
have made self-respecting Britons cringe in 
shame for the national idiocies that it 
exhibited. But since all this is more or less 
indicative of the climate in which the great 
issues Of the day are discussed in Britain 
perhaps we should not really have been 
surprised. 

Mr. Ridley, in his Spectator interview, 


reserved the main part of his vitriol for the. 


Germans. He described European monetary 
union as “a German racket designed to take 
over the whole of Europe,” and added: “It has 
to be thwarted. This rushed takeover on the 
worst possible basis, with the French behaving 
like poodles to the Germans, is absolutely 
intolerable...” 

Mr. Ridley then went on to wrap up a little 
bit of good sense in a thick coating of further 
inanity by first attacking the plan to hand over 
sovereignty to “17 unelected reject politicians 
and a supine parliament,” and then following 
this up with the confession that “I’m not 
against giving up sovereignty in principle, but 
not to this lot,” and continuing: “You might as 
well give it to Adolf Hitler.” 

Perhaps someone ought to have told Mr. 
Ridley that Herr Hitler, unlike the present 
chiefs of the Common Market nations, never 
in fact wished to take sovereignty away from 
Britain. That, however, would be to digress 
from the main point. 

And the main point is that it is not specif- 
ically the Germans who are conspiring to 
manoeuvre us into European integration, with 
the resulting loss of our national sovereignty 
and freedom; it is a gang of dedicated inter- 
nationalists who acknowledge loyalty to no 
country. Certainly the gang includes 
Germans, just as it includes such zealot 
Frenchmen as M. Mitterand and M. Delors, 
along with others of similar ilk in all the 
European nations, not least our own. 

What is certainly true is that the Germans, 
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with presently the strongest economy and in 


the near future by far the largest population, 
will exert more influence and power in an 
integrated Europe than will any other single 
nation. But would that be the Germans’ fault? 
Are they supposed to impoverish their 
economy and expel between a quarter and a 
third of their people so as to bring them down 
to the level of Britain, France and Italy? If 
fault lies anywhere it lies with ourselves — in 
the first place for seeking to merge our identity 
and freedom in a union in which we cannot be 
anything more than a minority voice, and in 
the second place for putting ourselves, by our 
own national failures, in a position of such 
abysmal weakness that we feel impotent to 
resist such a fate. 

The Sunday Times, a paper by no means 
especially friendly to Germany and at the 
same time wholly committed to European 
integration, put it succinctly in its leader on 
July 15th, which said:- 


“What do the Germans have to do to earn a 
pat on the back in Britain these days? In the 
45 years since the end of the war, they have 
achieved an economic miracle the like of 


RIDLEY 
Aiming at the wrong target 
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which Europe has never seen. Yet their 
reward is to have Nicholas Ridley, speaking 
as this country’s secretary of state for trade 
and industry, attribute their success to 
something he clearly does not regard with any 
equanimity: ‘their habits’. na 
“When they topple a hard-line communist 
party and break through the Berlin Wall, 
pushing western democracy dramatically 
eastwards, Margaret Thatcher merely frets at 
the speed of their achievement and demands 
guarantees of good behaviour. When they 
take to the football field and win the World 
Cup, they are accused by British sports 
commentators of bad sportsmanship. One 
can only speculate about what might happen 
next: a return to kicking dachshunds in the 
streets?” 


The final speculation gets uncomfortably 
close to reality, for it illustrates in down-to- 
earth graphic terms what has been a feature of 
the British mentality for a large part of the 
present century. Basically, we resent the 
Germans for being, for so much of this period 

_ Contd. on next page 


of history, a great deal more successful than 
ourselves. Instead of attributing that success to 
qualities and practices which we should seek to 
emulate — as we might well do considering 
that we spring from racial stock very similar to 
the Germans — we disparage it with the 
ungracious whine that is the eternal voice of 
protest against the winner on the part of the 
loser. It is the age-old rebellion of inferiority 
against superiority, which looks to justify itself 
by attributing to the latter some inherent 
diabolism, which must be challenged and, if 
necessary crushed, by a mobilisation of the all 
the combined forces of failure and mediocrity 
against it. 


PSYCHOANALYSIS 


The news media, in dealing with Mr. 
Ridley’s diplomatic gaffe, thought it relevant 
to mention a special seminar taking place at 
Chequers in March, attended by various 
politicians and academics, which was devoted 
to an examination of the German national 
character. Apparently, among the supposed 
German traits discussed at this gathering there 
were included: “‘angst, aggressiveness, assert- 
iveness, bullying egotism, inferiority complex 
and sentimentality.” Also noted was the 
German capacity for ‘kicking over the 
traces.” The Germans, it was asserted, ‘threw 
their weight around in the European 
community,” and this showed, so it was said, 


that in the years since Hitler and the war,. 


‘little had changed.” 

What Mrs. Thatcher and her friends at this 
seminar clearly were doing was putting the 
Germans on the psychiatrist’s couch. No 
doubt the atmosphere prevailing at this 
gathering was one of the loftiest mental and 
moral superiority — that same kind of 
superiority which throughout this century has 
treated the Germans as some special kind of 
‘problem’. Certainly there will be a lot of 
people in this country only too willing to agree 
with that diagnosis, such has been the climate 
of British thought in modern times. The 
Germans for their part, on the other hand, 
might feel justified in reacting to this psycho- 
analysis of themselves with hoots of laughter. 
The very thought of people whose national 
record in recent times has been so woefully 
inferior to their own sitting around a table and 
discussing their shortcomings and peculiar 
mental pecadillos must, to them, be quaintly 
hilarious, to say the least. — 

For if we are to take a rational view of things 
might we not conclude that a nation much 
more in urgent need of psychoanalysis is our 
own? Britain started the 20th century as 
mighty a power as any in the world. Its 
territories covered a portion of the globe of 
such vastness that Germany could have been 
fitted into them nearly 50 times. It had a 
position of enormous strength in manufact- 
uring and world trade. Its warships dominated 
the world’s seas. Its achievements over the 
span of history up to that time were second to 
none. 

In the 90 years that has followed it has lost 
no wars. It has succumbed to no military 
conquest. It has suffered no substantial 
destruction. Yet today it is reduced to 
backward and bankrupt island, apparently 
impotent to resist foreign domination, 
whether it be from Europe by Germany or 
from across the Atlantic by America. Indeed, 


such is the paralysis induced by its sense of its 


own weakness it dare not even give offence to. 


the most primitive Third World comic opera 
republic. 

The leader of the industrial revolution and 
the one-time workshop of the world, it finds its 
roads littered with the motor vehicles 
produced by those nations which in World 
War II it is supposed to have defeated. It is 
hard-pressed to manufacture a single camera, 
transistor radio, pocket calculator, photo- 
copying machine, printing press or motor 
cycle. Vast stretches of its industrial landscape 
lie derelict, while those parts that are still 
functioning are most probably owned by 
foreign capital and supervised by foreign 
management. 

And in the past 30 years its people have lost 
possession of large parts of their own home 
territory, not in consequence of invasion by 
military force but by an entirely voluntary 
process regarded by its rulers and opinion- 
formers, not as a catastrophic surrender, but 
as a cause for orgies of national self-congrat- 
ulation. 

And it is this nation that considers the 
Germans — not its own people but the 
Germans — as a suitable subject for 
examination by a panel of shrinks. The 
spectacle leaves one speechless! 


WRONG RACE! 
“Angst, aggressiveness, assertiveness, 
bullying egotism, inferiority complex, 


sentimentality...” Well, it is possible to think 
of a certain nation and race — differing from 
the Germans to the utmost extremes — who 
might qualify to be described by such traits. 
But of course the very proposition that British 
political leaders and academics should hold a 
seminar to discuss that phenomenon would 
raise howls of anger and protest and would 
culminate in this country being ostracised from 
one end of the world to the other! But do the 
Germans manifest such things? I have not 
found it so. I served nearly two years in their 
country as a national serviceman. Since then I 
have travelled there and made many friends. 
The type of Germans with whom I have tended 
to associate are the very ones who are most 
readily labelled in the way just described: 
nationalistically minded people who put their 
country first. Yet of the vices of which they 
stand accused I have seen little. Assertive- 
ness? Well, a nation which by its own talents 
and efforts is able to command for itself an 
extremely strong position in the world is 
going, by a process of natural law, to assert 
itself somewhat. We British did so when we 
had a navy and ruled an empire. In the post- 
war years up till recently America and Russia 
did so to a degree that made them hated by 
millions of people across the globe. Japan is 
doing so today — by the sheer fact of the 
excellence of her economic achievements and 
the domination over world markets that these 
have earned for her. The French did so in the 
times of Louis XIV and again in those of 
Napoleon. And why not? 

What this world’s failures and losers define 
as ‘assertiveness’ its winners see only as the 
claiming of their natural rights. That is the way 
of the planet we live in. 

As for ‘inferiority complex’, that is surely 
the most laughable thing to fling at a people 
who, of all the world’s nations with the 


possible exception of their co-vanquished in 


the last war, the Japanese, have the very least 
reason of all to feel inferior. Here are we not 
projecting onto the Germans an attitude that 
today has become most deeply ingrained in 
ourselves? 


INEVITABLE LEGACY 


As I have pointed out in previous articles 
recently printed in this magazine on the same 
subject, the position in which Britain now 
finds herself over Europe is the logical 
consequence of a series of appalling errors of 
policy made by her leaders throughout the 
20th century, of which the two most 
fundamental were: (1) the decision to go to 
war with Germany in 1939 in order to prevent 
a German hegemony over mainland Europe 
which would occur sooner or later, war or no 
war, German victory or Allied victory; and: 
(2) the subsequent decision virtually to 
abandon the white countries of the British 
Commonwealth in order to join the European 
Common Market. 

Our present leaders, including Mrs. 
Thatcher and Mr. Ridley, are now reacting to 
these (for us) unfavourable circumstances as if 
they had come about through some 
unforeseen historical accident, but in fact they 
are circumstances that could have been 
predicted long ago by any person with a 
reasonably intelligent grasp of international 
politics, economics, geography and strategy. 
That our rulers react to them with pained 
shock, and yelp like frightened puppies at the 
ominous dangers they portend for Britain, is a 
measure of those rulers’ total incapacity to 
govern the affairs of a nation — any nation, let 
alone one which until quite recently was 
counted among the world’s major powers. 

The morass of confusion and chaos that is 
the mind of Mr. Ridley is perfectly exhibited 
when he says that he is “‘not against giving up 
sovereignty in principle.” Why not? Surely the 
surrender of national sovereignty is the crucial 
point at issue. Given that such a surrender is 
allowed, the question of who will be the people 
to exercise that abandoned sovereignty over 
us is a very secondary one. And even if it were 
not, the very act of surrendering sovereignty 
carries in itself the certainty that we could not 
anyway regulate the matter of who were to be 
our future rulers. Supposing that we decide to 
relinquish control over our national affairs to a 
supra-national body in the confidence that it 
was the kind of body that would exercise that 
control benignly with regard to ourselves, that 
carries no guarantee that such a body would 
not later be replaced by another one with 
much less benign intentions. National 
sovereignty is an unconditional necessity for 
national survival of any kind, and from this it 
follows that it cannot be surrendered condit- 
ionally. 

The same mental confusion and chaos has 
always characterised Mrs.  Thatcher’s 
approach to Europe. It should have been plain 
for the lady to see, right from the outset, that 
the European Community was conceived as 
one eventually to be bound in political and 
economic union — a fact over which its leading 
protagonists have been perfectly frank with us 
for a number of years. This frankness apart, 
the various measures of economic and legal 
harmonisation that have been adopted, with 
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INTERNATIONALISM THE 


ENEMY, NOT GERMANY 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


the full complicity of our Government, within 
the European Community could have no 
logical object than that they would lead to 
eventual political and economic union. 

The Daily Mailon July 16th put the spotlight 
on the Prime Minister’s wholly illogical and 
contradictory attitudes towards Europe in a 
leader article headed ‘There is no alternative’. 
The ‘no alternative’ referred of course to 
Britain’s commitment to Europe and the 
leader writer stressed that by using these 
words he was only using the very words 
expressed by Mrs. Thatcher herself some time 
ago when speaking on the same subject. The 
article went on to say of the Premier that she 
was “dithering on Europe’s doorstep. Half in. 
Half out. Half-hearted...” 

The writer then went on to say of Mrs. T.:- 


“She refuses to grasp the less than distant 
inevitability of a federal European bank anda 
single European currency. Is it any wonder 
that the French and the Germans are sceptical 
that we really mean business with our talk of | 
moving voluntarily towards the Fcu as an 
alternative.” 


And:- 


‘*The suspicion is that Margaret Thatcher still 
believes she can have her cake and eat it. That 
she can secure for Britain the benefits of 
membership while yet attracting the votes of 
those in our country who dread being sucked 
ever further into a Continental club 
dominated by a resurgent and reunified 
Germany... 

“Britain cannot have it both ways. The Prime 
Minister cannot have it both ways. She cannot 
pose as the good European and pander to the 
Little Englanders. That can only confuse 
people here at home and sow distrust on the 
Continent.” 

One can argue with some of the details of 
these assertions by the Daily Mail. It speaks of 
the ‘benefits’ for Britain of European 
membership while not exactly specifying what 
these have been to date — in fact they have 
been almost zero. It makes, as is common 
nowadays, a dishonest misuse of the term 
‘Little Englander’ to describe anyone who 
opposes the surrender of national sovereignty 
to a foreign authority. 

But-the broader substance of what the Mail 
leader said was correct. There is no room for 
halfway postures between full integration with 
Europe and full withdrawal. Either we are 
wholly in or we are wholly out. If Mrs. 
Thatcher cannot understand this, she is guilty, 
as I have suggested, of gross mental confusion. 
If she does understand it but, as the Mail has 
suggested, will not admit it for fear of losing 
political support in Britain, she is dishonest. In 
either event, she should not be residing in No. 
10 Downing Street. 


THERE IS AN ALTERNATIVE 
Contrary to what Mrs. Thatcher or the Daily 
‘Mail may say, there is an alternative to the 
integration of Britain in a united Europe. 
The immediate alternative is to withdraw 
from membership of the Common Market and 
to restore straightaway the full control over 


_our politicical decision-making, our laws and 


our economic affairs that has been partially 
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surrendered already to the Eurocrats. 

In that event we would become a nation 
placed in a similar position to Japan: one with 
a fairly large population occupying a rather 
small island territory and forced by our 
manufacturing competence to survive. In that 
regard we would have two important 
advantages over the Japanese: possession of 
abundant domestic sources of coal and, at least 
for a while, self-sufficiency in petroleum 
products. 

If, against this, it be argued that our present 
manufacturing capability is not anywhere near 
equal to the Japanese and in fact not up to the 
task of exporting enovgh finished goods to pay 
for the goods we have to import, and that 
therefore we could not survive as a nation 
outside the European Community, then the 
simple answer would be that in that case we 
would not be able to survive inside that 
Community either. In fact our non-survival 
within Europe would be far more certain than 
our non-survival outside it, since our present 
industrial uncompetitiveness is resulting in an 
appalling imbalance of trade with the EC 
countries — which will become worse when 
single-market conditions are established in 
1992. 

On the other hand, our withdrawal from the 
EC would place us in a position where, without 
legal hindrance, we could set up trade barriers 
to protect our manufacturing industries 
against imports from Europe and elsewhere, 
most notably Japan, and thus immensely 
strengthen our industrial base. i 

And from such a strengthened industrial 
base we would be in a much better position 
than now to improve our performance as an 
exporter. This apart, it must be remembered 
that if we are importing far less than at 
present, by reason of producing ourselves all 
or nearly all of our manufactured products, 
our need to export would be much reduced. 

That is the immediate alternative to being in 
Europe, and it is quite within our capacity. All 
that is required is political leadership with the 
mental capacity to grasp it. 


OVERSEAS CONNECTIONS 


As a longer term alternative, we can then set 
about repairing the broken ties with our one- 
time partners among the white states of the 
Old Commonwealth — ties which were 
severed much more at our instigation than 
theirs. If this could eventually be achieved, we 
would be members of an economic area 
geographically several times the size of the 
whole of the EC put together, containing vast 
stretches of food-growing land beyond the 
imagination of the Continental European 
mind, as well as almost every necessary 
mineral product, some of which would be in 
super-abundance. 

Such an area, as pointed out in a recent 
article in these columns by my co-contributer 
George Pomfret, would encompass a total 
population of nearly 100 million, nearly all of 
whom would be of the best human stock and a 
large majority of which would be of British 
origin. 

The standard objections to this proposition 
are always predictable and can always be 
easily answered. 

The first is that the countries of the White 
Commonwealth have now moved too far away 


from Britain and cannot be brought back 


together with us again. The separation of 
national destinies has reached the point of no 
return and cannot be reversed, whatever the 
effort we may make to do so. 

To that, the simple reply is to ask the 
objector to remind himself of the state of 
affairs in Europe in 1945. All the events of the 
preceding years had driven the European 
nations far apart, divided by bitter antag- 
onisms fuelled by two wars in which many 
millions had died. 

Is anyone seriously going to deny that Euro- 
peans in 1945 were far more strongly, and 
seemingly irrevocably, sundered from one 
another than the white peoples of the former 
British Empire and present Commonwealth 
are today? 

Yet within thirteen years of 1945 the EEC 
was formed with the original ‘Six’ as members. 
Within a further fifteen years the Six had been 
joined by Britain. 

The other objection to the proposal that we 
turn to our old friends across the oceans is that 
their countries are no longer as British as they 
used to be. Immigration from Continental 
Europe and the Third World has made their 
populations much more mixed. Among those 
populations are bound tobe many with no 
sense of attachment to the British heritage. 

This is true enough, much though it is to be 
regretted. But if the existence of large non- 
British elements in the populations of the old 
Dominions is to be considered a barrier 
against the forming of trading and other 
alliances with. Britain, how much more 
overwhelmingly can that argument be applied 
to the nations of Continental Europe, none of 


-whom has more than a few thousand people of 


British descent, all of whom speak languages 
wholly different from ours and all of whose 
institutions are far more contrastingly 
different from our own? 

The non-British component in Australia is 
about 25 per-cent, in Canada a bit over 60 per- 
cent, in New Zealand probably no more than 
10 per-cent. And if, as seems likely, there is 
going to be a constitutional separation of the 
French-speaking Province of Quebec from the 
rest of Canada, that would vastly increase the 
British percentage in the remainder of the 
country. 

None of this is to deny that the existence of 
non-British, and in some cases anti-British, 
voting groups and lobbies in White Common- 
wealth countries present formidable obstacles 
in the way of our rebuilding the old partner- 
ship with them. 

But those obstacles seem almost minute and 
trivial when compared to those which stand in 
the way of the integration of the far more 
diverse peoples of Europe, with their separate 
languages, laws, customs and long histories of 
fighting each other. 

If one wants any example of the latter, let us 
just look at the present suspicions being voiced 
by people in Britain about the Germans. I 
happen to be one who does not share this 
Teutonophobia, but I am realistic enough to 
recognise that it exists in this country dnd is 
widely held. Precisely the same feelings are 
held towards the Germans by many French 
people. And it would be unnatural if it were 
not vice-versa. 

In fact what is so interesting about present 
developments in Europe is that the more the 
integrationists try to push the European 
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nations together the more they argue and 
quarrel! 

Might it not be said that if we wish 
Europeans to live in peace and friendship with 
each other, as all of us must surely do, we 
would far better achieve this by taking them in 
the opposite direction to that now being 
pursued by the integrators and federalists, that 
we should encourage the division of Europe 
into separate national states, with separate 
spheres of interest that do not collide — our 
own sphere being across the oceans where 
there is no need for us to come into rivalry and 
conflict with the Germans or anyone else? 


MISDIRECTED EFFORT 


Over the past three decades there has beena 
concerted effort launched and sustained in 
Britain to promote the cause of union with 
Europe. Taking into account the human 
energy and dedication involving many 
thousands of people, the expenditure of 
untold thousands of millions of pounds of 
money, the vast offensive mounted by the 
communications industry and its many organs 
of mass propaganda, together with the years of 
patient toil at the highest levels of inter- 
national diplomacy, all this represents a 
mobilisation of national resources that is 
staggering beyond imagination. 
~ And now, as this massive offensive nears the 
completion of its aims, several of our leaders, 
_as if suddenly experiencing a revelation in the 


night, start to be concerned at the thought that 
in the new Europe of their dreams and their 
lifetimes of labour Britain is going to be a 
partner weaker than the nation against whose 
power we are supposed to have fought two 
world wars — with all that that portends for 
our economic health and our political 
freedom. Just where have these ladies and 
gentlemen been all these years? Have their 
eyes been closed, their ears plugged up and 
their brains placed in cold storage? 

For the developments which cause them 
such agonised concern today have been so 
plainly written on the wall of history of the past 
thirty years that a fourth-year school pupil 
should be reprimanded for not anticipating 
them. Just for what, all this time, have we been 
paying the likes of Mrs. Thatcher and Mr. 
Ridley? 

Had a fraction of all the effort that has been 
devoted into railroading us into a united 
Europe instead been spent on promoting, here 
and overseas, the cause of a unified Anglo- 
Saxon Commonwealth, there is very good 
reason to believe that that cause could have 
been made to prevail — confronted as it is by 
far lesser natural obstacles than is the cause of 
an integrated Europe. 

And should it prevail, where would that 
leave Britain? It would leave us belonging to a 
partnership whose combined strength would 
be of super-power dimensions. We would not 
need to have the slightest fear of a Continental 
Europe dominated by Germany — as it is 


going to be anyway — since we would be a 
force of no inferior rank ourselves. Not least, 
Britain and Germany would not be rivals and 
need not quarrel, for we would each have our 
own spheres of interest that were entirely 
separate from one another: theirs a Contin- 
ental one, ours an oceanic one. 

And on that basis could be formed an 
Anglo-German alliance, which if sustained 
could keep the peace in Europe for centuries. 

Why then do we not choose this 
commonsense road, which all reason and logic 
dictate? We do not choose it because we are 
hypnotised by the creed of internationalism, 
and dominated in all our mental processes by 
the influence of internationalists. We are 
being pushed, helter-skelter, into a system 
that is going to work to our ruin — and those 
doing the pushing are not that mythically 
imperialistic entity which popular propaganda 
delights in calling “the Germans.” Those 
pushing us are the one-worlders and global 
integrators of all nationalities, including some 
renegade Germans but also including a quite 
sufficient number of renegade Britons. 

So when Mr. Nicholas Ridley talks of the 
dangerous powers threatening to grind us 
down being ‘German’ he is aiming at the 
wrong target. Germans who want what is best 
for their own country will shun European 
integration as firmly as we should shun it. It is 
not Germany, but internationalism, that is the 
enemy. Go back to school, Mr. Ridley, and 
take the Iron Lady with you! 


BLACK IN BLUE WON'T WORK 


NOEL A. HUNT looks at current attempts to get more 
‘ethnics’ into Britain’s police forces 


“Races consist of groups of men who differ 
from other groups in their inherited biological 
characteristics...Negro and White are in no 
respect identical, either physically, intellect- 
ually or emotionally.” 

(Statement on race made by UNESCO in 
1956, later drastically modified to give credib- 
ility to the integrationist and egalitarian views 
of this evil organisation) 


IT IS an article of faith among the great and the 
good, whose views alone are allowed to be 
heard on such matters, that what our police 
forces most urgently need is more recruits from 
the ‘ethnic minorities’. From time to time, 
similar statements are made by high-ranking 
police officers. One expects this sort of rubbish 
from politicians and other ‘experts’; but from a 
professional policeman it is surprising, and a 
tribute to the power of the liberal consensus in 
public affairs. 

Never do we learn precisely why we must 
have more members of racial minorities in the 
police. We are simply told that we must, with 
an implication that we are seriously at fault for 
not having set matters right in this respect long 
ago. 

The only possible reason for recruiting these 
minorities is that it would result a better and 
more efficient police force. Well, would it? 
The pros and cons have never been set out, let 


alone publicly debated. 

On the face of it, it seems unlikely that more 
minority members would improve efficiency 
in the police. A police force is rather like a 
regiment, except that instead of killing the 
enemies of the state it is dedicated to 
controlling crime and criminals. Its difficult 
task is made harder by many politicians, much 
of the mass media and by the woolly-minded 
and sentimental of all shades of opinion. 

In the police, as in a regiment, there is an 
intense consciousness of kind, a clear 
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distinction between ‘us’ and ‘them’. As society 
becomes more violent — largely because we 
lack politicians with the guts to set about the 
violent elements as the latter deserve — 
policemen become more and more at risk. 

When violence threatens, a Briton does not 
instinctively choose as his partner a 
Bangladeshi or a West Indian. If danger is 
about, he wants to be with one of his own. This 
inescapable fact of human nature seems to 
argue powerfully against the liberal presump- 
tion that racially mixed police forces would be 
more efficient. 


JOINING THE ENEMY 

It seems that one of the difficulties about 
attempts to recruit minority members into the 
police is that many of them feel that by joining 
they are entering into alliance with the racial 
enemy. This other fact of life is always stated 
with the implication that in some way the 
native British are responsible for it. The 
reluctance of minority members to join the 
police highlights the fact that many of them see 
the White Man as a foe with whom they have 
no desire to fraternise, let alone co-operate. 
This prevalent viewpoint shows quite clearly 
the fatuity of the multi-racial dream and the 
impossibility ever of achieving a racially 
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BLACK IN BLUE WON’T WORK 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


integrated society in this country. 


It is quite clear that most of the minority. 


groups in Britain do not want to integrate with 
the native British. For that matter, most of the 
native British do not want to integrate with 
other racial groups. This instinctive aversion 
to racial miscegenation is worldwide, with 
white intellectuals forming a minority of 
dedicated miscegenationists. . 

In fact, in the whole world only a small, sick 
body of western intellectuals, and they alone, 
believe that races can or should integrate. The 
rest of the human race, as it has done since 
history began dislikes and distrusts foreigners 
— as indeed does John Bull. 

Yet so well organised and so vocal is the 
-liberal minority which favours integration it is 
difficult to realise that all this torrent of 
nonsense about race emanates from such a 
minority. 


OUR LAWS 

So why should the police recruit from 
minorities? Fhe laws which they enforce are 
made by Britons for Britons. It is the duty of 
other races living here, for as long as they are 
living here, to obey these laws and not flout 
them. Laws made by Britons are best enforced 
by Britons. Members of other races who find 
those laws irksome have their remedy — they 
can leave. The Immigration Act of 1971 makes 
provision for voluntary repatriation. Those 
wishing to leave should be assisted through 
this scheme. 

Experts (self-selected) often tell us that 
when we are dealing with minorities 


‘sensitivity’, ‘compassion’ and ‘understanding’ 


are vital. This is nonsense. A modicum of 
these qualities is no doubt useful, so far as 
members of one race can understand 
members of another. But what is needed most 
of all is compliance by racial minorities with 
the laws of Britain. If any changes of attitude 
are necessary, democracy dictates that the 
attitudes to be changed are those of the 
minority, not those of the majority — i.e. the 
native British. 

This is not to say that there is no place at all 
in the police for minority members. For 
instance, a corps of interpreters could be most 
useful in areas where minority members are 
numerous and in many cases cannot speak 
English. Another possibility is to set up a 
section in each force where there is a large 
‘ethnic’ population. Such a section would have 
the function of dealing with special problems 
involving these ‘ethnics’. However, these 
sections would be led by British police 
officers, who would be in the position of 
the Viceroy-commissioned officer in the old 
Indian Army, and for the same reason. 

But the point of such sections is that 
members of the ethnic minorities,. where 
allowed to perform certain special duties, 
would not be part of the police force proper on 
a basis of equality with British policemen. 

All this means that we must abandon the 
dream of racial integration. It was never more 
than a minority dream anyhow, and we should 
be well rid of it. 

Racial minorities in our midst present an 
enormous problem, as even many of the 
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integrationists admit. Clearly, no problem can 
be solved unless all the facts relating to it are 
set out and given due weight. This we 
stubbornly refuse to do. So weighty an 
authority as Dr. William Shockley has 
remarked that: “I evaluate the marrow of the 
city slum problem to be our uncertainty about 
its genetic aspects and our fear to admit 
ignorance and to search openly for relevant 
facts. ” 


RACIAL DIFFERENCES 


The racial groups living in Britain differ not 
only from the native British but from each 
other. This is not to say that any one group is 
either ‘better’ or ‘worse’ than another but 
merely that it is different. These differences 
are almost certainly genetic. They are thus for 
practical purposes ineradicable. Pretending 
that they do not exist solves nothing; it merely 
makes harder the already difficult tasks faced 
daily by the police and the courts. 

The only other option is to do as the 
integrationists want us to do: to establish a 
completely integrated police force. Such a 
force would of course have appropriate appeal 
procedures and tribunals designed to assist 
minority members who felt that they were 
discriminated against. The ostensible reason 
for their existence would be to ensure that 
minorities were fairly treated. The real reason 
would be to set up a system of positive 
discrimination in favour of minority members. 

_This is the course favoured in America. The 
results are plainly to be seen in Washington, 
Chicago, New York or any number of large 
cities in the United States. The American 
experience makes it plain that fully integrated 
police forces have not been of the slightest 
value in fighting crime, for in all these places 
crime has increased dramatically. In the 
meantime. the standards of policing have 
greatly deteriorated. 


Anything is better than creating here the 
situation which prevails in America — even 
being insensitive towards a Bangladeshi, 
lacking compassion when dealing with a 
Pakistani or showing no understanding of the 
exquisite sensibilities of an Afro-Caribbean 
mugger. 


UNBRIDGEABLE 


The head of this article carries a statement 
by UNESCO that races differ. It was prepared 
by a group of scientists and anthropologists. ` 
Perhaps we need something from a layman of 
impeccable liberal credentials to conclude. 
D.H. Lawrence is one of the deities in the 
liberal pantheon. In his Mornings in Mexico he 
says: ““The Indian way of consciousness is 
different from, and fatal to, our way of 
consciousness. Our way of consciousness is 
different from, and fatal to, the Indian. The 
two ways, the two streams, are never to be 
united. They are not even to be reconciled. 
There is no bridge, no canal of connection. 
The sooner we realise and accept this the 
better, and leave off trying with fulsome 
sentimentalism to render the Indian in our 
own terms. The consciousness of one branch 
of humanity is the annihilation of the 
consciousness of another branch...to pretend 
that all is one stream is to cause chaos and 
nullity...One man can belong to one great 
stream of consciousness only.” 

If the scientists of UNESCO, presumably 
speaking from scientific evidence, and a 
liberal like Lawrence, presumably speaking 
from the heart, can agree that races differ — 
not that they are ‘better’ or ‘worse’ but merely 
that they differ — and if, in addition, these 
observations are confirmed by what we daily 
see all around us, why can we not agree that 
this is probably as near the truth as fallible man 
can get? Having so agreed, why can we then 
not regulate our public affairs accordingly? 


| RACE RIOT IN LONDON 
To many Blacks, white people are the ‘racial enemy’ 
i el te i ood yoy oe ov atl aoga bas aoaaa 


THE CYCLES OF SOCIALISM 


A look-back at the appalling record of the Labour Party in 
office, as seen by MATTHEW ARMITAGE 


NOW that the Conservative Government 
seems intent on committing political suicide, 
the prospect looms of the return to office of a 
Labour Government, with all the disastrous 
consequences that will bring in its wake. 

Labour’s record in government is appalling, 
and it is incredible that the Labour Party has 
survived for so long as the main opposition 
party. 

It is perhaps an opportune time to trace back 
the origins of the Labour Party that we know 
today. 

The Labour Representation Committee was 
founded in 1900, and became the Labour Party 
in 1906. The party was a hybrid between 
middle-class social democrats and mainly 
working-class trade union representatives. At 
the time there was no electoral deposit 
required for candidates for parliament, and 
this helped the new party soon to get members 
elected to the House of Commons. By 1924 the 
party had sufficient members to form its first 
government in coalition with the Liberals, its 


124 MPs being led by Ramsey MacDonald.. 


The coalition was defeated in a general 
election after only a few months, and it wasn’t 
until 1929 that the Labour Party was returned 
to power again. 

Once more Ramsey MacDonald was Prime 
Minister. His administration was: disastrous. 
By 1931 unemployment had risen to 21 
million, and the Government couldn’t even 
afford to pay benefit to those out of work! A 
‘National Government’ was then set up with 
MacDonald as Prime Minister to try to get the 
country out of the mess. In the 1935 general 
election the Conservatives had a landslide 
victory, with only 42 Labour MPs being 
elected. 


THE ATTLEE YEARS 

It wasn’t until 1945 that there was another 
Labour Government, this being achieved by a 
landslide victory in the election of that year in 
which Labour won by 12 million votes and had 
394 members elected. What a turn-around for 
a party that was in such dire straits only 10 
years before! It also seemed incredible to 
Britain’s wartime allies that the British people 
should reject their wartime leader, Churchill, 
at his moment of apparent triumph. 

The probable reason for Labour’s victory in 
the 1945 election was the decision made to 
implement the Beveridge Report of 1941 
which proposed the setting up of the welfare 
state. Although this decision had been made 
by all parties, Labour conned the electorate 
into believing that the welfare state had been 
the brainchild solely of its own policy-makers 
— a misconception which persists today. 

The Prime Minister was Clement Attlee, an 
insignificant Fabian socialist who bore a 
resemblamce to Lenin — possibly one reason 
why he reached his exalted position. It was 
said that he was a compromise candidate 
between the various warring factions of the 
party, being the one these factions disliked the 


least. David Irving relates two contemporary 
views of him. One was that he was “‘a sheep in 
sheep’s clothing.” In another someone said: “I 
saw an empty taxi draw up and Clem Attlee 
got out.” Then there was the famous descrip- 


‘tion by Attlee’s principal opponent, Churchill, 


who said of him that he was “a modest little 
man with much to be modest about.” 

Attlee’s administration spent vast sums of 
public money, which it raised from foreign aid 
— notably from America — and by massive 
taxation. Apart from setting up the welfare 
state, it also nationalised many major utilities, 
including the coal industry and the railways. 
The result of its extravagance was that 
rationing was extended into the 1950s, long 
after it had been discontinued by every other 
Western European country. 

Further damaging measures included the 
beginning of the break-up of the British 
Empire and the passing of the British Nation- 
ality Act, which had disastrous consequences 
for the future, as it led to the mass- 
immigration which began in the 1950s and has 
continued since. i 

In the 1950 general election Labour po!tled 
almost 14 million votes but the Tories’ vote 
increased as well, and Labour’s previously 
huge majority was cut to just six. The 
following year the (Conservatives were 
returned to power, with Churchill as Prime 
Minister again and a majority in the Commons 
of 30. One recent Labour propagandist 
described the 1945 election result as ‘The 
Revolution’, but the electorate certainly didn’t 
seem to care for it very much! 


YEARS IN OPPOSITION 

The Conservatives went on to win the next 
two elections, increasing their majority each 
time. As for Labour, Attlee resigned after 
being defeated in the 1955 election and the 
amiable Hugh Gaitskell took over. At the 
same time the left in the Labour Party was 
beginning to flex its muscles, most overtly in 


WILSON 
After a disastrous reign as Labour leader and 
Premier, he resigned in 1971 under highly 
mysterious circumstances 


the growth of CND and its demands for 
unilateral nuclear disarmament. This was 
firmly resisted by Labour’s leadership, though 
its motives appeared to be prompted less by 
the national interest than by the electoral 
interest of the party. 

In 1961 Gaitskell died in strange circum- 
stances and was replaced by Harold Wilson — 
a political phenomenon. Wilson pranced 
around the country giving a cocksure, overtly 
dynamic impression to audiences of drooling 
socialist sycophants. This contrasted rather 
sharply with Conservative leaders in those and 
shortly previous years: Macmillan and later 
Home, who by the early 1960s seemed almost 
anachronistic. The Conservatives’ reputation 
had also been badly damaged by the Profumo 
affair, and this greatly helped to improve 
Labour’s fortunes. x 

There were other factors which brought 
about dissastisfaction with the Tories, most 
noticeably the influx of immigrants (though, 
unrealised by the electorate, Labour offered 
no alternative policies to this). These things 
aside, the Tories had been in power for 
thirteen years, and this brought murmurings. 
that it was “time for a change.” The Conserv- 
ative Government ran its full course until 
October 1964, and then lost the election of that 
month by only six seats. 


WILSON BECOMES PREMIER 

Harold Wilson became Prime Minister. He 
took things easy until he had won the 
subsequent 1966 general election by a 
sweeping majority. The electorate then once 
again began to experience the bunglings of 
socialism. High taxation and the devaluation 
of the Pound were the main factors which 
alienated Labour’s support, but there were 
others: continued immigration; the race 
Relations Act; Labour’s policies towards 
Rhodesia; the legalising of homosexuality; the 
abolition of the death penalty and softness 
towards crime in general. In 1967 the Labour 
Government repealed the Riot Act and a year 
later, in 1968, we had the Grosvenor Square 
riot and the start of the present phase of the 
Ulster troubles. 

By 1968 the Government’s popularity was at 
rock bottom, but it carried on for a further two 
years until June 1970, when Wilson called an 
election and lost it. A Conservative Govern- 
ment was returned with a majority of 30. Many 
die-hard socialists could harly believe this — 
one went so far as to congratulate Wilson for 
only losing the election by 30 seats! 

Edward Heath, the new Prime Minister, 
was very much a ‘liberal’ Tory and, although 
his Government was marginally less bad than 
its predecessor, it still had little to commend it. 
It forfeited much support when it took Britain 
into the EEC in January 1973, Labour at that 
time being widely believed to favour staying 
out (although they later reneged on a pledge to 
that effect). Attempts at trade union reform 
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THE CYCLES OF SOCIALISM 


(Contd. from prev. page) — 


resulted in a confrontation with the miners and 
a resultant energy crisis at the end of 1973. In 
February 1974 Heath felt obliged to call a 
general election, which resulted in a hung 
parliament. 


LIST TO THE LEFT 


Labour was the biggest party in the House 
but was in an overall minority. Wilson once 
again became Prime Minister, with promises 
to end the miners’ dispute and to hold a refer- 
endum on the EEC, both of which he carried 
out. In October 1974 he held another election 
but could only achieve a majority of six. It was 
obvious that a large part of the electorate was 
still not ready to forget the catastrophe of the 
last Labour administration. 

The EEC referendum resulted, surpris- 
ingly, in a vote in favour of Britain remaining 
in the Community. The Government now 
embarked on a campaign of bringing about 
‘true socialism’, despite its thin majority. 
Although some of its excesses were held in 
check as a result of a pact with the Liberals, the 
left had gained a firm foothold within the party 

— typified when 50 of them in parliament sang 
The Red Flag after a successful vote to nation- 
alise the iron and steel industry. 

Then in April 1976 the party suffered a blow 
when its revered leader unexpectedly 
resigned. Wilson had been uncharacter- 
istically subdued since returning to No. 10, but 
his resignation took many by surprise, and 
there was much speculation about it. . Labour 
Party supporters suggested that he had firm 
views about retiring “at the appropriate 
time,” but his detractors suggested that he was 


escaping from a possible future crisis. Then 


there are the allegations contained in Peter 
Wright’s book Spycatcher about Wilson’s 


Soviet connections, which have never been. 


satisfactorily refuted. To say the least, the 
circumstances under which Wilson relin- 
quished the premiership and Labour leader- 
ship were mysterious. 

The new Labour leader was the ‘moderate’ 
James Callaghan, who inherited a difficult job. 


Apart from the rampages of the left, he had to 


try to sort out a serious of appalling economic 
problems caused by socialist mismanagement. 
Then there was the rise of British Nationalism, 
which represented a rejection of both Labour 
_and the Conservatives, and caused Labour in 
particular to waste. much money and effort 
countering it, its campaign in this respect 
including the allocation of a whole ad 
political broadcast in 1978. 

The Conservatives were now led by 
Margaret Thatcher, who started an astute 
campaign to bring down the Labour Govern- 
ment once and for all. Included in this was the 
purloining of nationalist policies and slogans 
and adopting them as Tory propaganda. 
Among these ploys was the use of the slogan 
‘Britain First’ (the title of a nationalist 
newspaper) and the prominent display of the 
Union Jack at party rallies. 

Surprisingly, Callaghan was to hang on for 
three years, only being seriously threatened 
when his policies brought about a ‘winter of 
discontent’ in 1978-79, when he attempted to 
hold down wages in pursuit of Labour’s 
‘disastrous ‘prices and incomes policy’ and 
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THE ‘MAN OF THE PEOPLE’ 
Labour leader Neil Kinnock is 
pictured here on the front cover of 
New Socialist magazine doing a 
vaudeville act at a Labour Party 
jamboree. This is typical of the cheap 
gimmicks employed by modern 
politicians to endear themselves 

to the public in the search for votes. 


caused numerous strikes. The callers 
Government was finally brought down by a 
vote of no-confidence in March 1979, and in 
the ensuing election the Tories under Mrs. 
Thatcher were returned to power with a 
majority of over 70. 


BAD YEARS FOR LABOUR 


Labour was shattered by this result and 
for a time afterwards lapsed into a sulky 


silence — its propagandists had been hard at it 


spreading horror stories about what a future 
Tory Government would mean for the 
country, and many of them believed their own 
propaganda. Not surprisingly, Callaghan 
resigned after his election defeat and was 
replaced by Michael Foot — a prominent 
figure well on the left of the party in the fifties 
and sixties but now a spent force. 


Flushed by the successful war in the 


Falklands in 1982, Mrs. Thatcher called an 
election the following year and more than 
doubled her majority. Foot now resigned and 
was replaced by Neil Kinnock — “Neil who?” 
Mrs. Thatcher was said to have asked on 
hearing the news. This was a sentiment felt by 
many of the electorate. 


Kinnock was in his early forties and he 


attempted to project a jovial ‘man-of-the- 
people’ image. He appeared in pop videos 
singing and clowning around, though he 
achieved little politically by all this. Kinnock, 
who up till then had been well on the left of the 
party, attempted now, for purely opportun- 
istic reasons, to purge Labour of its left-wing 
extremists and hard-line socialist policies. This 
caused a great deal of dissent within the party’s 
ranks but failed to impress the electorate. 

In 1987 Mrs. Thatcher called a general 
election, again ahead of time, and Kinnock led 
a flamboyant campaign to try and convince 
everyone that he’d won. Unfortunately for 
himself, all he did was make a small dent in 


-Thatcher’s majority. Once again, despair set 


into the Labour ranks, but Kinnock hung on. 


Recently the party experienced something of 
an upturn in its ratings with the electorate, but 
this would seem to be more because of the 
unpopularity of the Tories than it is due to the 
popularity of Kinnock or Labour. 


CONTINUING PATTERN 


From all this we can deduce a continuing 
pattern of socialist misgovernment. Labour 
comes to power either by making extravagant 
promises it cannot keep or as a result of a 
negative vote against a Conservative Govern- 
ment. Within a few years its high taxation and 
left-wing policies cause a bitter backlash 
among the electorate, from which it then takes 
Labour years to recover. It took 16 years after 
the Labour defeat of 1950 before the party was 
again given a sizeable working majority, and it 
has now been 11 years since Labour’s defeat in 
the general election of 1979 without the return 
of a Labour Government to office. 

Now that the Conservatives are again losing 
popularity, we are faced with the prospect, at 
long last, of another Labour Government. 
While not wishing to keep the Tories in power, 
we should do everything possible to dis- 
courage the electorate from again voting 
Labour. 

One way to counter the threat of more 
socialism is to persist in reminding the 
electorate of socialism’s lamentable record. 
But what is really needed is for Labour and 
socialism to be finished altogether. In the 
recent past nationalist parties have not 
achieved a great deal at the polls, although this 
may now be changing. At the same time some 
of the other opposition parties do seem to be 
on the increase. There is a definite threat to 
Labour from the so-called ‘Greens’ (who are 
little more than reds in disguise) and from the 
Liberal Democrats and the separatists in 
Scotland, all of whom may split the Labour 
vote. So there is still a chance that we never see 
another socialist government after all. 


—— 


GREEN DEATH 
OR WHITE SURVIVAL? 


LINDA MILLER suggests where today’s 
“environmentalists’ are wrong 


‘GREEN ’ is the present in-word for people who 
care about the environment. Unfortunately, 
the word is also political, as it implies the Green 
Party. The Green Party is fast filling up with 
liberals and communists and is therefore not a 
party with which a nationalist would feel much 
empathy. Indeed green issues have been 
virtually hijacked by the left, in an attempt by 
its activists to appear to be trying to solve 
environmental problems, while at the same 
time pushing ahead with policies that are 
disastrous for the white race. As communism is 
being discredited everywhere, its adherents are 
seeking a new guise for their dishonest 
ideology. Going ‘green’ is an obvious escape for 
them — it is merely a new name for the old 
ideas. 

This is not to say that the Greens are just the 
new communists. There is as yet no unanimity 
among the Greens as to their political orient- 
ation, and many who support the Green 
movement would quite sincerely wish to 
dissociate themselves from any communist 
taint. With the help of the media, however, the 
leftist faction among the Greens is becoming 
stronger and more influential. As Greens, the 
left could become potentially more dangerous 
than ever before. It would be so easy for the 
reds to go green, as their allies have been 
present to some extent right from the Green 
Party’s origins. Our enemies really only want 
to use this apparently good cause for selfish 
and destructive ends. 


CONTRIVED HYSTERIA 


There can be no doubt that our environment 
has been badly damaged by Man — very 
probably even more so than the media let on, 
But the fact is that this exploitation of our 
environment has been going on for a long 
time, while only suddenly have our ‘opinion- 
formers started to jump on the ‘environment’ 
bandwaggon. The problems facing this planet 
are certainly not contrived, but the sudden 
hysteria greeting them most certainly is. There 
is no doubt that there is good reason for us to 
be extremely worried about our worsening 
environment, but why this sudden hyped 
obsession with it? — : | 

Perhaps one aim is to distract is from the 
most important threat of all: the threat to the 
survival of the white race. Another could be to 
encourage a sense of crisis so that people can 
then be induced to support panic measures to 
deal with that crisis. One such panic measure 
that the Greens are now pushing for all they 


are worth is the ever greater limitation of. 


births. They yell at us that the world is 
overcrowded (which it most certainly is), and 
then they tell us that to remedy this we must 
procreate less. What they do not say is that the 


principal reason for the overcrowding is the 


rate of breeding, not of Europeans, but of- 


many species of non-Europeans. Yet the 
Greens know that it is going to be Europeans, 
and not non-Europeans, who will heed their 
call for a lower birthrate — as indeed is 
happening. 

The most vulnerable targets of this propa- 
ganda are the most thinking elements among 
white people, who often though not always are 
some of the most intelligent, and this would 
obviously lead to a downgrading of the 
average intelligence amongst our people. 

It is entirely possible that, with enough 
media hype, a future government could pass a 
law limiting every British family to just one 
child. Then there is the possibility of the 
enforcement of lower living standards, 
rationing and irradiated food (which is 
carcenogenic) and higher taxes — all part of a 
sacrifice which the Greens would like to 
persuade us we should make for the sake of the 
planet. 


_ THE NATIONALIST POSITION 


Patriots like ourselves care about the 
environment and about such matters as the 
‘Greenhouse Effect’. But we must not align 
ourselves with liberal/left-wing Green politics. 
Of course we are concerned about the 
environment — more than anyone, we believe 
in and value nature. It is the key to our whole 
identity. Particularly intrinsic to our identity 
as a race is evolution through natural selection 
and the survival of the best. We are part of a 
natural evolutionary hierarchy wherein we are 
the most complex and advanced life-form. The 
importance of an understanding of evolution 
and genetics can never be over-estimated. It is 
essential for us to see ourselves as a part of 
nature. 

Much of the environmental destruction in 
this world has come about as a consequence of 


the domination of the international moneyed 
elite, who exploit the world’s resources 


without even considering the outcome of their 
rapacious behaviour. This is the root cause of 


the Greenhouse Effect. Those responsible for 
creating the problem are largely those we are 
now supposed to expect to do something to 
solve it. Well, perhaps they will — but only if 
there is money in it. But it is more likely that 
the white nations will have to use military 
measures to sort out the problem globally at 
some future time. 

It is nature that has made certain people the 
most advanced development of evolution. Our 
morality must come from our observation of 
the natural order. Nature must be our guide in 
all things. And the strongest message of nature 
is: procreate your own kind. To go against this 
is perverse; and the penalty, eventually, is 
racial death. That is nature’s judgement. We 
must never limit our numbers. What the 
Greens refuse to see is that nature is the 
ultimate fascist! Nature has created everything 
unequal, so that there will be perpetual 
struggle whereby only the fittest, luckiest, 
most fertile and best adapted to the environ- 
ment will survive. Nature always strives for 
perfection, and any living thing which acts 
contrary to this decree will suffer a genetic 
death penalty. NATURE IS MERCILESS! 


WRONG TO BLAME SCIENCE 


Many Greens suggest that modern science is 
responsible for the present environmental 
crisis. They say that we should give up 

scientific progress and return to a pastoral life. 
It is easy to understand why they favour this 
idealistic solution, but the solution is based on 
a misconception of the cause of the problem 
and a lack of insight as to alternatives. 

The cause of the problem is not modern 
science as such but the uses to which science 
has been put by those who seek to build a 
bankers-controlled global materialistic 
consumer society, and also by the use of the 
same science (in this case medical science) to 
allow the weakest and least fit people to 
survive and reproduce beyond nature’s 
intention. We do not have to pollute the 
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THE KEY TO OUR FUTURE 
White children were plentiful in Britain in the 1930s, as seen in this atts The Greens, however, 
want us to wipe our race out by limiting births. 
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ON EQUALITY AND 


FELON REHABILITATION 


EDWARD KERLING looks at changing attitudes to the 
cause and prevention of crime 


Reproduced with acknowledgements to: 
INSTAURATION, Box 76, Cape Canaveral, 
Florida 32920, U.S.A. 


AMONG criminal justice experts there are two 


CLASSICAL SCHOOL 


The classical school emerged in the middle 
of the 18th century. Its principal author was 
Italian economist Cesare Beccaria (1738- 
1794), who was strongly influenced by French 
writers like Montesquieu, Rousseau and 
Voltaire. A single work by Beccaria 
constitutes the manifesto of the classical 
school of criminology. Dei Delitti e della Pene 
(On Crime and Punishment), published in 
1764, is essentially a plea for reform of the 
judicial and penal systems, characterised at 
the time by secret accusations, extensive use of 
torture, harsh penalties for trivial offences, 
mixing with politics and the extreme arbit- 
rariness of judges in levying punishments. 

According to Beccaria, humans are funda- 
mentally rational and hedonistic. They possess 
free will and base much of their behaviour on 
their calculation of expected pain or pleasure. 
To avoid the chaos resulting from total 
individual freedom, humans essentially enter 
a contract in which they relinquish to legal 
systems part of their liberty in exchange for 
security. But men and women are basically 
self-serving. Given the opportunity, they will 
enhance their own position at the expense of 
other humans. Consequently, the role of the 
state is to reduce these acts of selfishness, 
which often degenerate into outright crimes. 
Beccaria wrote:- 


“It is better to prevent crimes than punish 
them. This is the ultimate end of every good 
legislation, which, to use the general term for 
assessing the goods and evils of life, is the art 
of leading men to the greatest possible 
happiness or to the least possible unhapp- 
iness. ” 


To this end, Beccaria argued that laws 
should be clear, simple and directed against 
only the types of behaviour clearly 
endangering the social order. While 
compliance with laws should be rewarded, 
individuals must be convinced that 
punishment for crime will be certain and 
prompt, and that the pain inflicted will 
outweigh the pleasure derived from the 
lawbreaking. 

Beccaria perceived human beings as equals. 
Having never lived in a multi-racial or multi- 
cultural society, when he referred to humans 
he had in mind his Italian countrymen and the 
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few other Europeans he had encountered. 


Because rationality was a human character- 
istic, Beccaria saw all men and women as equal 
before the law and accepted literally the 
proposition that the punishment should fit the 
crime. 

It was not until the early 1900s that 
Beccaria’s theory of punishment was amended 
to include the proposition that all people are 
born equal and that the sole cause of deviance 
rests with socio-economic deprivation. The 
apostle of this theory in the US was Franz 
Boas, born in Germany in 1858 of radical 
socialist Jewish parents. Since his education 
included no study of anthropology, how he got 
his PhD is something of a mystery. Never- 
theless, in 1899 he became professor of 
anthropology at Columbia University, which 
at the time had a 40 per-cent Jewish student 
body. 

During his nearly 40 years at Columbia, 
Boas expounded his doctrine of social or 
‘cultural’ anthropology. Social anthropology 
breaks with physical anthropology (and also 
with all past wisdom on the subject) in 
teaching that so-called racial differences were 
primarily due to environment rather than to 
inherited influences. 

Selected pupils of Boas, given an aura of 
authority with PhD degrees, were placed at 
the head of anthropology departments in 
leading universities. They soon became the 
favourite anthropologists of press, radio and, 
later, television, all of which freely dissemin- 
ated their pronouncements and refused a 
hearing to the few social scientists who dared 
challenge their anti-hereditarian dogma. The 
Boaş school must bear a large share of the 
responsbility for forcing virtually the entire 
academic and intellectual life of the US (and 
much of the political, economic, religious and 
social life as well) to accept egalitarianism as 
the gospel truth. 


THE REHABILITATION THEORY 


Because they assert criminality is the 
product of socio-economic conditions, 
adherents of the classical school claim that 
criminal elements can be changed by rehabil- 
itation. Although the term was never conclus- 
ively defined, rehabilitation as a penal ethic 
emerged early in the 20th century as an alter- 
native to the long-established punishment 
model. In the post-WWII period, rehabilit- 
ation became a totem of the criminal justice 
system. In 1949 the US Supreme Court, in 
Williams v. New York, observed that 
“Reformation and rehabilitation of offenders 


have become important goals in juris- 
prudence.” 
The 1966 Manual of Correctional 


Standards, published by the American Bar 
Association, promoted rehabilitation as the 


appropriate basis for sentencing and correct- 
ional philosophy:- 


“Punishment as retribution belongs to a penal 
philosophy that is archaic and discredited by 
history...Penalogists in the US today are 
generally agreed that the prison serves most 
effectively for the protection of society 
against crimes when its major emphasis is on 
rehabilitation. They accept this as a fact that 
no longer needs to be debated.” 


During the decades that the classical school 
reigned over the criminal justice system, the 
crime rate increased much faster than the rate 
of population growth. Moreover, the 
recidivism rate of felons also continued to 
increase unabated during this period. 

Beginning in the late 1960s, with crime 
escalating to new heights, scholars and 
criminal justice officials began to question the 
efficiency, if not the desirability, of the 
rehabilitation model. In The Public Interest 
(Spring 1974), Robert Martinson asked, with 
regard to rehabilitation, “What works?” He 
answered his own question in a now often 
repeated statement: “With few and isolated 
exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have 
been reported so far had no appreciable effect 
on recidivism.” 

By the end of the 1970s, the vast bulk of 
research criticised the effectiveness of the 
classical school’s rehabilitation programmes 
for criminal offenders. Today, the emphasis in 
sentencing and penal philosophy has shifted 
from rehab and parole to punishment and just 
deserts. In 1984 a Senate Judiciary Committee. 
report buried rehabilitation:- 


“Recent studies suggest this approach 
(rehabilitation) has failed, and most 
sentencing judges as well as the Parole 
Commission agree...We know too little about 
human behaviour to be able to rehabilitate 
individuals on a routine basis or even to 
determine accurately whether or when a 
particular prisoner has been rehabilitated. ” 


During the late 1970s and the early 1980s, 
many states, including California, and the 
federal government changed their sentencing 
laws to emphasise just deserts and to de- 
emphasise rehabilitation. As one comment- 
ator put it, “Retribution has returned to 
criminal justice. Rehabilitation is being passed 
over like a meal that did not digest well.” 

Nevertheless, the many _ egalitarian 
successors of Professor Boas have not given up 
their championship of rehab. Some argue that 
it was never fully or effectively implemented. 
Rehabilitation critics dismiss such arguments 
as more wishful thinking than wisdom. 

Other than the apparent falsity of the 
theory, why was rehab ‘officially’ abandoned? 
According to most writers, part of the reason 
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has to do with basic changes in societal norms. 
Francis Allen, in The Decline of the Rehabil- 


itative Ideal: Penal Policy and Social Purpose, 


- asserts that the rehabilitative ethic can flourish 
only if a culture accepts two key assumptions: 
(1) a strong and widespread belief in the 
malleability of human character and 
behaviour; (2) a consensus of values as to what 
it means to be rehabilitated. According to 
Allen, neither assumption is accepted in 
contemporary American culture. Allen and 
other writers also point to our culture’s 
irreverence and the loss of faith in the capacity 
of institutions and the government to change 
individuals or achieve social goals. 


THE POSITIVIST SCHOOL 


Cesare Lombroso (1835-1909) has been 
described as “one of the best known and 
possibly one of the least well understood 
figures in criminology.” He pursued the cause 
of behaviour by applying scientific methods to 
the study of individuals, and is considered the 
founder of the positivist school. 

Lombroso’s most important book, L’Uomo 
Deliquento (The Criminal Man), first 
published in Italy in 1876, contained his 
doctrine of evolutionary atavism. Criminals 
were seen as distinct types of humans who 
could be distinguished from non-criminals by 
certain physical traits. These traits did not 
cause criminal behaviour, but served to 
identify persons who were out of step with the 
evolutionary scheme. Such persons were 
considered to be closer to apes or to early 
primitive humans — throwbacks (atavists) to 
an earlier stage in human development. 

A physician trained in psychiatry and 
biology, Lombroso was aware of the recent 
_works of Charles Darwin, whose theory of 
evolution linked modern humans with a non- 
human past. It is a trait of the classical school 
to attack Lombroso solely on the basis of his 
theory that criminals can be detected by their 
physical traits, yet this concept represents onlv 
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a small portion of his voluminous work, and 
does not take into account later modifications 
in his thinking. 


Lombroso’s most famous students, Enrico . 


Ferri (1856-1929) and Raffaelo Garofalo 
(1852-1934), broke away decisively from 
concentrating exclusively on physical features. 
Ferri suggested five types of criminals: (1) 
insane criminals who acted as a result of 
mental infirmity; (2) born criminals, ‘whose 
anti-human conduct is the inevitable effect of 
an indefinite series of hereditary influences 
which accumulate in the course of gener- 
ations”; (3) habitual criminals who show in an 
indistinct way , if at all, the marks of the born 
criminal, and act through moral weakness, 
especially when under the influence of a 


corrupt environment; (4) criminals of passion, _ 


who act under the impulse of sporadic 
emotional binges during otherwise moral 
lives; (5) occasional criminals who have not 
received from nature an active tendency 


towards crime but have fallen into it, goaded. 


by the temptation incident to their personal 

conditions or physical and social environment. 
Garofalo disagreed with Ferri on many 

counts, but not upon the hereditary nature of 

crime. He suggested a theory of moral 

degeneracy that resulted from retrogressive 

selection and caused man... | 
**...to lose the better qualities which he had 
acquired by secular evolution, and has led 
him back to the same degree of inferority 
whence he had slowly risen. This retro- 
gressive selection is due to the mating of the 
weakest and most unfit...Thus are formed 
demoralised and outcast families whose inter- 
breeding in time produces a true race of 
inferior quality.” 


PRESENT AND FUTURE RESEARCH 


The present-day just-deserts model of 
criminal sentencing is neither purely classical 
nor purely positivist. No attempt is made 
under this model to determine what causes 
criminality and how to combat these causes. 


m: 


Instead, once a crime is committed and a 
perpetrator convicted, a harsh sentence is 
imposed to incapacitate the criminal. 

Due to decades of nearly total control over 
research grants and publication avenues by the 
egalitarian school, positivist theorists have all 
but totally abandoned research. Little or no 
attempt has been made to understand the 
sexual and racial disparities among crime 
perpetrators.* The few positivists who are 
conducting research are proponents of the 
predictive deterrence or selective incapacit- 
ation theory. They argue that sentencing and 
punishment should be based on neither the 
rehabilitation nor the just-deserts model, but 
rather on a model that seeks to predict at the 
time of their first offence which offenders are 
more likely to engage in serious crime, and to 
incarcerate such offenders for long periods of 
time, irrespective of their crime. 

While pointedly avoiding sexual and racial 
disparities, some researchers today are 
conducting twin studies to determine which 
traits are biological and which are environ- 
mental. This research has confirmed the 
conclusion of Francis Galton in 1875 that the 
“history of (twins) affords a means of 
distinguishing between the effects of 
tendencies received at birth and those that 
were imposed by the circumstances of their 
lives, in other words between the effects of 
nature and nurture.” A few studies of identical 
twins reared apart have revealed criminal 


tendencies in the siblings, even though they 


were brought up in entirely different home and 
parental environments. If it should stand up, 
this line of research is bound to raise new 
interest in the positivist theory of crime. 


* According to the US Justice Department, 96.6 per- 
cent of those who commit major crimes in the US are 
male. A Black is 7.5 times as likely as a White to 
commit a felony; a Hispanic 4.5 times. Recidivism 
studies show that 50 per-cent of male felons are 
imprisoned for a second or subsequent offence, 
compared to 36 per-cent of the females. The 
recidivism rate for Whites, including Hispanics, is 45 
per-cent, compared to 56 per-cent for Blacks. 


BACK TO THE OLD COUNTRY 


DICK CARDMORE looks at the Americans and Canadians 


AMERICA AND BRITAIN ‘enjoy’, as even 
Margaret Thatcher has observed recently, a 
‘special relationship’. Many things bind the 
two countries together: economics, politics, 
social systems, even — dare I say it? — blood 
and race. 

America seems to be, in recent history, the 
main beneficiary of this special relationship — 
Roosevelt found it easy, for example, to 
outwit ‘Vintage Port’ Churchill into 
mortgaging off most of the red bits off the pre- 
war map of the world. Reagan found Britain to 
be a very useful launching pad for his Zionist- 
instigated assault on Colonel Gaddafi’s 
family. But Britain dees benefit in one way 
from this special relationship: the influx of 


well-educated, intelligent and prosperous 


American migrants into  labour-starved 


London. 


Americans’ attitude to Britain is one of 
condescension — of the young person towards 


his senile mother — but it is more than just 


that. I have detected in many Americans a 


deep sense of insecurity and inferiority — - 


“Gee, Elmer, these buildings are so old!” — a 
sort of resentment and envy, like that of the 
nouveau riche towards ‘old money’ (British 
clothes are de rigeur among American W ASPs 
on high salaries). There is also a vague sense of 
rootage — even the chubby shorts- and tee- 
shirt-wearing Elmer feels a little solemn when 
he finds himself in his great great grandfather’s 
home village in Gloucestershire. The Pilgrim 
Fathers’ sons and daughters still have some 
sort of empathy for the ‘old country’, and 
Britain benefits to the tune of millions of 
dollars per annum in consequent tourism. At 
the same time, this gain must be measured 


against the negative values of Hollywood, 
McDonalds and other things which, though 
not intrinsically American, are usually 
associated with America. 

Americans staff PR agencies, advertising 
agencies, the media and other ‘creative’-type 
jobs — their extrovert personalities and 
candid charm makes them ideally suited to 
arranging things face-to-face and dealing with 
people. To use an Americanism, they have 
excellent ‘interpersonal skills’. Dale Carnegie 
was an American, and a little of his genes seem 
to run inside every engaging, happy-go-lucky, 
laid-back American that you meet in smart 
reception areas in a thousand large London 
companies. | 

Americans doing other jobs seem a little 
‘freakish’ — unlike Canadians, who are 

Contd. overleaf 
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BACK TO THE OLD COUNTRY 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


somewhat a different proposition. I haven’t 
met many Canadians in London — only three, 
in fact, two of whom programmed computers 
and the other who worked on a building site. 

The Canadians bear a similar relationship to 
the Americans that the ‘Kiwis’ do to the 
‘Aussies’ — they are substantially more 
‘British’. Most Americans of British 
extraction have become less British as time 
goes by — there is the occasional Polish, 
French or Irish grandparent in the family tree 
to contend with, and their Britishness is 
lessened to that degree. Canadians’ family 
trees are much less de-Anglicised, and this 
shows in their still adhering to the Common- 
wealth and the Royal Family. The Canadians 
are harder-working, more reaserved and 
formal, less extrovert and more trusting than 
their American counterparts. They prefer 
more traditional jobs and their society is freer 
from the enormous stresses and strains that 


threaten to tear apart the entire fabric of 
‘liberal campaitalism’ in the United States. 


CANADIANS MORE ‘LIBERAL’ 


With regard to politics (if racial attitudes 
can be called ‘politics’), Canadians tend to be 
more ‘liberal’ than Americans. Even the worst 
parts of Vancouver do not yet resemble the 
Bronx or Detroit. Even ‘liberal’ Americans 
have a quite cynical attitude towards ‘affirm- 
ative action’ and have no illusions about 
travelling on the Subway trains in New York 
City. Increasing Vietnamese and other 
immigration into Canada will, ultimately, 
heighten tensions, but for now most 
Canadians still live in a comfortable ‘never- 
never’ land where the Queen is regnant and 
the Commonwealth connection is taken for 
granted (except by French Canadians, but 
that’s a different story). 

‘Liberal’ or not, and ‘British’ or not, North 
Americans in this country represent a ‘plus’ to 
the population. Their no-nonsense, sober 
attitude to life, work and other people — their 


New World breeziness — is refreshing; and 
their cheerfulness, open-mindedness and joie- 
de-vivre makes Old Worlders like me feel a 
little out of touch with the modern age. The 
brashness and vulgarity, together with over- 
enthusiasm, of some of them can un-nerve, 
and the empty coca cola tins and sleazy films 
we associate with them can excite hostility. 
But we must never blindly connect Americana 
with Americans, or vent our anti-fast food 
spleen on the wrong targets. 

For Americans are easy targets — too easy, 
I feel, to be the right targets for our frust- 
rations. Many quite well-meaning folk 
amongst us blame Elmer, as he pores over the 
Gloucestershire parish church register, for 
nuclear missiles, McDonald’s, “Mississippi’s 
Burning’ and John F. Kennedy. But he too is a 
victim of what one erudite American has 
called the ‘liberal-minority’ coalition, and we 
must remember this. Some day, the New 
World’s cowboys just might have to come to 
the rescue of the white settlement in the Old 
World that is, everyday, a little more 
outgunned by the Indians. 


THE BRITISH FIGHT BACK! 


A short story by ROBERT BEST 


ON THE EVENING of Thursday, April 19th 
1990 the Houses of Parliament committed 


of 1979, 1983 and 1987 that there would be no 
further large-scale immigration, many 
thousands of British people started to support 
the British Nationalist movement, which 


Yorjshire parliamentary by-election in May 
1992. 

The general election of 1992 saw a Labour 
landslide victory, due mainly to universal 
Opposition to the iniquitous poll tax. The real 
nightmare, however, had just begun. After 
less than a year of Labour Government, 
inflation had rocketed, due to Labour’s 
massive borrowing programme. Strikes and 
Trotskyite-led industrial subversion 
threatened to wreck the national economy, 
with the Government completely failing to act 
firmly against intimidatory massed picketing. 
The general public was shocked and fearful of 
the influence now wielded in the Government 
by far-left agitators, including an influential 
block of MPs. The murdering gangsters of the 
IRA were treated even more softly than they 
had been by the Tories. Unemployment rose 
sharply to over 4 million — due to the 
continued flood of imports and to increasing 
industrial unrest. : 

` One strike, however, was ruthlessly broken. 
This was organised by White Workers’ Union 
members at a Leicester textile factory over the 
sacking and persecution of a collegue by the 
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Asian management. The strike was smashed 
when the entire workforce was replaced by 
immigrant labour, some suspected under 
advice from the Government. The Govern- 
ment was in fact becoming increasingly 
dictatorial in dealing with ordinary British 
people, only being weak with their enemies. 
To many, Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four was 
becoming frighteningly real, if a few years 
late. 

In Europe, nationalists in France and 
Germany were both on the verge of electoral 
victory. People there viewed the situation in 
Britain with a mixture of amazement and 
horror. Maxist socialism had collapsed over 


‘most of the world, and yet here in Britain it 


had a stranglehold over the people! 

Worse was to follow. The Labour Govern- 
ment further relaxed immigration controls, 
under pressure from the far left and the 
powerful ethnic lobby. More floods of 
refugees from Bangladesh, India, Africa, the 
West Indies and Pakistan poured across our 
shores. 


BACKLASH 


But the British had now had just about as 
much as they could take. In the May local 
elections of 1995 four nationalist candidates 
were elected to borough councils in London 
and Birmingham. But by far the greatest 
success was achieved in August 1996, when, 
despite a vicious smear campaign and a violent 
red attack on a Nationalist march, the leader 
of the British Nationalists was elected as the 
MP for Bethnal Green, East London, in a 
parliamentary by-election. 

In a victorious and spectacular victory 
celebration rally in the Royal Albert Hall, 
attended by 10,000 jubilant patriots and 
televised nationwide, the Nationalist leader 


lashed the nation’s betrayers:- 


“When the news came that the good people of 
Bethnal Green had elected me to represent 
them as their member of parliament, this sent 
shock-waves the length and breadth of this 
nation. 

“The treacherous politicians who sit and plot 
in parliament for the racial and national 
destruction of these islands must have been 
terrified out of their wits by what they heard! 
(Tumultuous cheers). 

“I say to you today, to the many thousands 
who have packed this great hall tonight, the 
long awaited fight-back of the British people 
has begun! 

“This election victory is going to be one of the 
first of many. The politicians of the ruling 
establishment will be trembling and shaking 
in their boots when they realise that the 
British people are now at last resisting. For 
they know that this people, when they have 
their backs to the wall, are a force that no 
power on earth can stop! (Cheers and 
clapping). 

“In Britain we have now created a movement 
that nothing can destroy (Cheers). No threats, 
no lies, no laws are going to stop us. We'll 
carry on marching, like a mighty army, until 
Britain is ours once again!” (Great cheers and 
applause). 


The next general election was called for 
October 1997. The media and the Govern- 
ment held their breath, as the British Nation- 
alists announced at a press conference held in 
Britannia House, their Central London 
headquarters, that they would contest all 
parliamentary seats. The centre parties had 
since collapsed. The election was going to be a 
three-cornered fight between Labour, the 
Conservatives and the British Nationalists. 
The Government announced that it would be a 
battle to the death. The Prime Minister 
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SIR: The following is an extract from the auto- 
biography of Janet Aitken-Kidd (daughter of 
Lord Beaverbrook), which I have recently 
been reading:- 
“It was high summer when we arrived in 
Berlin to join my father’s party for the 
Olympic Games. I had noticed a marked 
change from my visit only three years before. 
Gone were the prostitutes and the vagrants, 
gone was the hopeless poverty, the dirt and 
the squalor. People seemed to walk erect and 
with a purpose now. A new hope had been 
born.” 

The writer goes on of course to criticise 
Hitler and also describes as politically 
‘unsavoury’ Leni Riefenstahl’s film Triumph 
of the Will. However, she then writes of her 
journey back to the airport:- 


“I saw again how clean everything looked. It 
reminded me of Ribbentrop’s smile when he 
said goodbye. Something was beginning to 
feel all wrong. Berlin had been ruthlessly 
cleaned up, purged of all ‘undesirables’ to 
leave a bland, whitewashed exterior.” 


If Janet Aitken-Kidd is still with us, must we 
presume that she prefers the present filth of 
London and our other major cities to that of 
the Berlin of 1936? I know which I would 
prefer. , 

| FRANK DAWBER 
Hyde, Ches. 


SIR: Readers of Spearhead may be interested 
to learn that all contractors, sub-contractors 
and operatives working on the construction of 
‘Canary Wharf’ in East London must observe 
the Jewish Sabbath, and consequently the 
whole project closes on Saturday, with only 
Sunday work permitted as overtime. The 
building of this latest branch of the City of 
London is being funded by Jewish-owned, 
New York-based construction corporations, 
and when this money-laundering centre is 
completed I suspect that the Jewish involve- 
ment will extend to the actual running of the 
place from top to bottom. 

Thus organised, Jewry will soon have its 
new financial citadel to add to its stock 


exchange, its monopoly of the mass media, its 


stranglehold on parliament, its private 
banking business and the complete influence 
of the Rothschilds over. the nations’ gold 
reserves. Tot up that little lot, and then add the 
law-makers of the Board of Deputies, the 
money-spinning,  guilt-instilling holohoax 
industry, secretive ‘above-the-law’ operations 
such as the Eichmann kidnapping, the 
presence of the subversive JDL and God 


knows what else, and who can now dispute the 


‘government-within-a-government’ status of 

sections of the Chosen, as prophesied in the 
Protocols. 

JOHN GREGORY 

London W.7 


SIR: With reference to your article in the June 
issue, I would like to hope that socialism, 
divorced of course from its present unsavoury 
political connotations, does indeed have a 
future. 

Surely, the basis of true socialism is the 
realisation that individuals in association, 
working towards a common desirable goal, 
can achieve that objective much more 
certainly and rapidly than each of them 
striving individually could ever hope to do. 

Surely, the responsibility of a socialist 
government is not to provide a set of rules to 
govern each individual’s daily life pattern from 
the cradle to the grave, but to provide the best 
possible socio-economic environment in which 
the individual can assume full responsibility 
for regulating his or her own actions, without 
harm to the community as a whole. 

The surest way to guarantee the preserv- 
ation of our individual rights is to accord a 
higher priority to our individual responsib- 
ilities. 

At the same time, social and economic 
justice demand that the money mechanism 
ceases to be our master, dictating the pace and 
direction of economic activity, and instead 
becomes our servant — the enabling 
mechanism whereby any economic activity 
that is physically possible and socially 
desirable is provided with the financial means 
to succeed. | 

Originally, the money mechanism was 
intended to serve the best interests of society. 
It has since been perverted by society’s 
manipulating, debt-enslaving usurers to serve 
only their own interests. A properly operated 
national bank would eliminate this problem. 

VICTOR ROBB 
Ipswich, Queensland, Australia 


SIR: I am writing in response to Mr. Dennis 


Whiting’s letter (July issue) which objected to 
my article ‘ʻA woman’s viewpoint on embryo 
research’, in that I didn’t show concern for 
Man’s ‘immortal soul’. Personally, I do not 
believe in this ridiculous, pointless and 
unfounded mysticism of Christian belief. My 
article was based purely on scientific fact and 
logic. 

We are what our genes make us. Now that 
science has sufficiently explained what we are, 
and how we came into being, there is no 
reason to prefer primitive superstitions. It is 
essential that we rely on will and knowledge 
rather than a blind faith in unsubstantiated 
fairy tales, if we are going to save our people 
from racial extinction. 

LINDA MILLER 
Ashton-in-Makerfield, Lancs. 


SIR: I wonder how many of your readers saw 
the recent daytime interview with Rabbi 
Berkovits on the TV programme Time to 
Talk? 

While no-one could accuse the interviewer, 
Leslie Judd, of ‘anti-semitism’, she certainly 
asked some awkward questions. 

“If Britain was involved in a: war with 
Israel,” she said, “which side would the Jewish 
community in the UK support?” 

Berkovits was seen visibly squirming in his- 
seat! Eventually, the best reply he could 
manage was: “The world is changing all the 
time. We are coming closer together all the 
time.” 

Pressing Berkovits on the Zionist extermin- 
ation of Palestinians in the occupied territ- 
ories, the interviewer asked him what he 
thought of this. In reply, he said that he was a 
fervent supporter of Zionism, but deplored 
the spilling of blood! 

ROBERT BEST 
Enfield, Middlesex 


SIR: This. summer the team representing 
‘England’ came pretty close to winning the 
World Cup, but if they had it would hardly 
have been an England team with three Blacks! 
G.R. WORRALL 

Whitby, Yorks. 
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Criminal Procedure entitled: Infiltration of the govern- 
ment by members of subversive or criminal organis- 
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likely to be dealt with more quickly if BNP 
Book Service is marked on the envelope. New 
‘titles are indicated by asterisks. 
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encouraged among young people by official bodies at 
public expense. 1986, 48pp 

THE MURDER OF BRITISH INDUSTRY (John 
Boyd) 75p. An exposure of the catastrophic economic 
and industrial effects of Britain’s membership of the 
EEC. 1987, 16pp. 

THIS AGE OF CONFLICT (Ivor Benson) £2.00. An 
exposure of the illegitimate power-structures that exist in 
today’s world. 1987, 61pp. 


` THE ELITE (Barbara Cole) £8.75. The exciting story 


of. the Rhodesian Special Air Service and its campaign 
against terrorism. 1984, 449pp. 
THE BARNES TRILOGY (Harry. Elmer Barnes) 


£2.75. A combined volume containing this famous — 


American revisionist’s pamphlets: Court Historians 
versus Revisionism; Blasting the Historical Blackout; 
and Revisionism and Brainwashing. These first 
appeared in 1952, 1963 and 1963 respectively, and this 
combined edition is dated 1979, with 133pp. 

IS THE DIARY OF ANNE FRANK GENUINE? 
(Robert Faurisson) £2.75. Reprinted from The Journal 
of Historical Review, this is a critical commentary on an 
emotive historical document. 1982, 62pp.. 

THE BABYLONIAN WOE (David Astle) £17.00. A 
study of the origin of certain financial practices and their 


effects on the events of ancient history, written in the 
light of the present day. 1975, 250pp. 

THE NAKED CAPITALIST (W. Cleon Skousen) 
£4.80. A study of the political power and ambitions of 
America’s and the world’s financial capitalists and of 
their link-up with communism. 1970, 144pp. 

THE ARTHURIAN LEGENDS. £6.95. A beautifully 
illustrated anthology of Arthurian literature from 
Geoffrey of Monmouth to T.H. White. A ‘must’ for 
lovers of our national legends. 1979, 224pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE BOLSHEVIK REVOL- 
UTION (Anthony C. Sutton) £4.70. The links between 
Wall Street finance and the Russian Revolution are 
proved beyond all question by an established scholar. 
1974, 228pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE RISE OF HITLER 


(Anthony C. Sutton) £4.70. A book that has aroused 
considerable controversy among nationalists by its 
suggestion that Hitler had big financial backing from 


: Wall Street. The author is an expert on the links between 


finance and politics. Read what he says and decide for 
yourself. 1976, 220pp. 

THE FRENCH REVOLUTION (Nesta Webster) 
£6.00. A much-needed reprint of the counter-revolut- 
ionary classic that exposed the plotting behind the first 
great revolutionary bloodbath of modern history. 1919 
(rep. 1988), xiv, 519pp. 

WAR LORDS OF WASHINGTON (Curtis B. Dall) 
£2.60. In an interview with Anthony J. Hilder, Roose- 
velt’s son-in-law exposes FDR’s responsibility for Pearl 
Harbour. n.d., 45pp. 


FROM B.N.P. HEADQUARTERS 
(Orders with cash to: PO Box 117. 
Welling. Kent DA16 3DW) 


BNP Statement of Policy 


A resume of the main political objectives of the British 
National Party. 24p post-free. 


BNP Election Manifesto 1983 


Booklet outlining the policies on which the British 


National Party fought the 1983 general election. Entitled 


Vote for Britain (23pp). 44p post-free. 
BNP Badges 


British National Party badges with logo in red. white 
and blue. Price: £1.25 post-free. 


BNP key rings 
Key rings with attachment bearing BNP logo in red. 
white and blue. £1.75 post-free. 


BNP cloth logo 


BNP logo in cloth. also in red, white and blue. Suitable 
for sowing onto anoraks. etc. £1.50 post-free. 


BNP leaflets (two-sided) 

How to spot a red teacher. Updated reprint of an old 
nationalist leaflet aimed especially at school students and 
giving advice on how to combat left-wing brainwashing 
in the classroom. 

The great Tory con-trick. Leaflet exposing the way the 
Tories are currently trying to woo the people with 


patriotic and ‘right-wing’ slogans, while their underlying 


policies are leading to the destruction of Britain. 

Unite with your friends or perish! Leaflet appealing to 
loyalist Ulster people to join forces with their supporters 
on the mainland. Lists BNP policies for Northern 
Ireland. 

These leaflets cost £6.00 per 1,000 with postage 
charges of £2.60 for 1,000 and £3.00 for 2,000. 


BNP leaflets (one-sided) 
Have you been thrown on the scrapheap by foreign 


. imports? This leaflet deals with unemployment and 


explains in simple terms how vast numbers of British jobs 
are being destroyed by the international free-trade 


policies of successive governments. A brief and concise | 


argument for economic nationalism. 


Violent crime in Britain: the horrifying truth. Deals | 


with muggings, rapes and other violent attacks on 
defenceless people, giving examples of specific cases. 
Calls for much tougher treatment of violent criminals. 
Hang child murderers! Very powerful leaflet calling 
for the death penalty for the killers of little children. 

If we were black... Reprint, updated, of a previous BNP 
leaflet, drawing attention to special favours and 
privileges granted to ethnic minority groups by national 
and local government, and calling on Whites — 
particularly the young — to fight for their rights. 
Immigration: the time to say STOP! Leaflet drawing 
attention to the still large numbers of immigrants coming 
into Britain and calling for repatriation. 

Multi-racial Britain: the experiment that failed. Help 
us end it! Collage of riot photos. 

Derelict Britain. Leaflet with photo exhibiting rotting 
urban landscape, calling upon people to help fight against 
the politicians who have brought this about. Mehtions 
unemployment, bad housing, immigration, crime, etc. 
Stand by Ulster! Leaflet supporting loyalists in Northern 
Ireland and listing BNP policies for the province. 


PUBLICITY MATERIAL 


These leaflets cost £4.50 per 1,000 with postage 
charges of £2.60 for 1,000 and £3.00 for 2,000. 


BNP posters 


Multi-racial Britain: the experiment that failed. Help 
us end it! Collage of riot photos. 

Oppose the disarmers! Build up our forces! Make 
Britain strong! Photo of Royal Marine in action with 
machine gun. . 

She freezes in winter while Third World gets £1,000 
million a year. Put British people before aliens! Photo 
of old lady by unlit fire. ; 

Support Ulster: smash terrorism. Hang IRA murder- 
ers! Drawing of man holding hangman's rope with wife 
and youngster and flag in background. 

Protect British jobs: ban imports! Special unemploy- 
ment poster with photo of Japanese cars coming off boat. 
Protect our women and old folk: stamp out muggers! 
Drawing of mugging gang. 


What’s happened to free speech? Update of poster. 


first produced in 1986 showing how the state is trying to 
silence those who oppose the alien invasion of Britain. 
Drawing of white man with gag. 

Support White South Africa. This slogan in large white 
letters on blue background. 


These posters measure 12.6in x 17.7in. Each contains 
the BNP name and address and logo in red, white and 


blue. Prices: 1-9 at 12p each; 10-19 at 10p each; 20-49 


at 8p each, 50 or over at 6p each. Postage should be 
estimated on the basis of one poster weighing 10g. 


BNP stickers 


‘With slogans:- 


Fight subversion: smash communism! 

Put British people before aliens! (same as poster) 

Start repatriation! 

Make Britain strong! (same as poster) 

Ban imports! (same as poster) 

Stamp out muggers! (same as poster) 

Hang IRA murderers! (same as poster) 

Protect our young from child murderers: bring back 
the rope! 

Scrap the Anglo-Irish Agreement: Keep Ulster 
British! 

Love the White Race: protect its future! 

Abortion is child murder: make it illegal! 

Protect us from AIDS: outlaw homosexuality! 


Stickers measure 3.5in x 2.5in and are available in 
gummed-backed or self-adhesive form, each 
containing BNP name and address and logo in red, 
white and blue. Gummed-back stickers cost £4.00 per 
1,000 or 40p per 100, self-adhesive £1.50 per 100. 
Postage costs 26p per 100. 


BNP recordings | 


Rally ’89. 3-hour video-recording of BNP London rally, 


October 14th 1989. Hear and see speeches by John 
Peacock, Gus McLeod, Tony Morgan, David Bruce. 
Harry Mullin, Richard Edmonds and John Tyndall. 


Rally ’87. 24-hour video-recording of BNP London 


rally, October 31st 1987. Hear and see speeches by 


Ronald Rickcord, Ian Sloan, Gus McLeod, Dr. Peter 
Peel, Richard Edmonds, Stanley Clayton-Garnett, David 
Bruce and John Tyndall. 

Price of videos: £15 plus 71p p&p. 

Rally ‘82. Sound recording of BNP rally in London, 
October 16th 1982, the theme of which was ‘Unite and 
fight for Britain’s future!” i 

Side |: Includes speech by Charles Parker. 


Side 2: Speech by John Tyndall. 

Tyndall Speaks I: Two studio talks:- 

Side 1: Talk on ‘Our Anglo-Saxon heritage’ (about the 
worldwide dispersion of the peoples of British stock). | 
Side 2: Talk on Britain’s economic crisis’ (recorded in 
1981). 

Tyndail Speaks II: Two studio talks:- 

Side 1: Talk on ‘The case for nationalism’ (the inter- 
nationalist argument demolished). 

Side 2: Talk on ‘Tragedy of the 20th century’ (analysis of 
World War II). 

Tyndall Speaks III: Two studio talks:- 

Side 1: Talk on ‘Why we must repatriate’. 

Side 2: Talk on ‘Foundations of the national community’ 
(discourse On racial nationalism and its concepts of 
government and citizenship). ~ 

Tyndall Speaks IV: Two studio talks:- 

Side |: Talk on ‘The way to full employment’. 

Side 2: Talk on ‘The racial time-bomb’ (A thorough 
demolition of the multi-racialist point of view and a 
warning of the dire consequences facing Britain if the 
multi-racial €xperiment is not ended). 


Cassette recordings available at £3.50 plus 26p p&p. 


FROM NORWICH BRANCH B.N.P. 
(Orders with cash to 9 Johnson Place, 
Norwich NR2 2SA) 

BNP beer mats with large red, white and blue party logo 
and party name and address in blue on white background. 


Ideal recruitment aid for leaving in pubs or for nationalist 
socials. 


Samples for £1 or packs at: £5/£10/£20 (incl. postage) 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY 


B.N.P BEER MAT 
See sample on right 


BNP. PO Box 446, London SE23 2LS 


White china coffee mugs with famous red, white and blue 
BNP logo on front and back. The mugs have a half-pint 
capacity, and fully washable and British-made. 


-1-5 mugs at £2.25 each, 6-15 mugs at £2.00 each; 16- 


plus mugs at £1.75 each. Price does not include 
postage — please return postage cost on receipt of your 
parcel. 


Candour 

British views letter, founded by A.K. Chesterton to 
defend national sovereignty against the menace of inter- 
national finance. Subscription: £6.00 per year. 


Obtainable from: Forest House. Liss Forest. Hants. 
GU33 7DD. 


Behind the News 


Highly informative newsletter, edited by Ivor Benson. 
Enquiries from UK, Europe or Australasia to: PO Box 
29, Sudbury, Suffolk CO10 6EF. From North America 
to: PO Box 130, Flesherton, Ontario NOC 1E0, Canada. 
From South Africa to: PO Box 1564, Krugersdorp 1740. 
Behind the News is a ‘must’ for your reading table. 


The Truth at Last 


Hard-hitting paper for American and other white race. 
patriots. Sample copy for £1. Write to: PO Box 1211. 
Marietta, Georgia 30061. U.S.A. 


Page seventeen 


Pe a ee ee at ger ee, E EELEE V ER x ne Pee Pans Ome eer Oe OE POT GND eT A E ne NS EE Ea meee Ye PRE LT Oe a eee a eae tage SOT ONE Nay ES ee a TO Ee Ee A EN TETO SENTR E 


NEW BUILDING FUND: 
£375.50 NEEDED! 


Since last month, contributions to the New Building 
Fund have plummetted to a paltry £32 for the month — 
perhaps because of the demands of other funds, which 
have done reasonably well. This leaves us with £375.50 
still to be raised to meet our target. 

It must be remembered that last month’s excellent 
figure was due mainly to two very generous donations 
we received from the United States. 

Let us try quickly to raise the remaining money that we 
need to close the fund. Please mark all donations ‘New 
Building Fund’ and send them to PO Box 117, Welling, 


Kent DA16 3DW. 


VEHICLE FUND 


Contributions to the BNP Vehicle Fund, 
launched last month, have come so far to 
£352.00. This is a good start to the fund, for 
which we are especially indebted to John 
Morse, who was kind enough to send in £100. 

The money is needed to pay for the new 
motor van recently purchased by Headquarters 
to replace the old van, now clapped out. The 
money required amounted to £1,200, which 
was raised by means of loans from two London 
branches. These loans must be paid back. We 
still have £848.00 to raise. 

BNP Chairman John Tyndall started the 
fund by putting in £12 and asking 99 others to 
do the same. Some contributers have of course 
sent more than this amount, for which we are 
most grateful. 


BOROUGH COUNCIL ELECTION IN TOWER HAMLETS 


Steve Smith wins 8.4 per-cent 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY won an 
important moral victory in Park Ward in the 
by-election to Tower Hamlets Borough 
Council, in East London, which took place on 
July 19th. The BNP candidate, Stephen Smith, 
in winning 130 votes, obtained just over 8.4 
per-cent of the total vote and came third in the 
poll. This vote was far in excess of that of the 
Green candidate, who only won 18 votes, and 
that of the Tory, who was completely 
humiliated, getting a mere 17 votes and 
coming bottom of the poll. The Liberal 
Democrat won the seat with 779 votes, while 
Labour came second with 598 votes. 

This achievement by the BNP was one of the 
best by nationalist candidates for several 
years, being exceeded only by the vote won by 
the same candidate, Stephen Smith, standing 
in Holy Trinity Ward of the same’ borough in 
May, when he won 290 votes in a larger poll, 
and scored 9.7 per-cent. 

Both these votes were well in excess of any 
of those won by the National Front in the local 


British Nationalist 
‘British Nationalist is a tabloid published in 
support of the British National Party, normally 
on a monthly basis. Sample copies will be 

-sent on receipt of 40p (covering p&p).: 
Subscription for 12 issues is £5.15 (British — 
Isles) or £7.00 (overseas surface mail). Bulk 
rates are as follows:- 


10 copies £2.50 + 70p post 
25 copies £5.50 + £2.39 post 
50 copies £10.00 + £2.85 post 
100 copies £17.50 + £3.30 post 
150 copies £25.00 + £3.80 post 
200 copies £30.00 + £4.20 post 
300 copies £42.00 + £5.50 post 
400 copies £55.00 + £5.50 post 
500 copies £65.00 ) Bulk rates 
1.000 copies £125.00 ) by Roadline 


Cheques/postal orders to British Nationalist, 
PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 
Please keep orders and enquiries concerning 
British Nationalist totally separate from other 
correspondence in order to avoid confusion 
delay. 
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government elections in May. 

Not only this, the Park Ward result was a 
better one for the BNP than was obtained by 
the National Front in its heyday in the 1970s. 
In 1978, when the Front fought every ward in 
the borough and obtained 10 per-cent of the 
poll, in Park Ward it scored 128 votes (7.6 per- 
cent) in a lower poll. These figures indicate 
that Park Ward is not one of the best in the 
borough for nationalist candidates. In the 12 
years since the 1978 elections the portion of 
local voters belonging to the ethnic minorities 
will no doubt have increased, so that Steve 


Smith’s result last month can be seen in pers- | 


pective as a considerable achievement. 
The high point of the election campaign in 


Park Ward was a public rally, staged on July 


Contd. on page 20 


` PARK WARD BY-ELECTION 
On right: BNP candidate Steve Smith — no, 
Steve has not been canonised, whatever the 
road sign may say! Below: a shot from the BNP 


- rally; Steve Smith enjoys big applause after an 


excellent speech 


MILTON KEYNES BRANCH of the British 
National Party have hit on a novel way of 
raising money for party funds. Two branch 
members, Dave Slaymaker and Colin 
Patterson, will making sponsored parachute 


- PARACHUTIST 
Dave Slaymaker, 
seen here selling 
the party 
newspaper 


ANOTHER BY-ELECTION IN 
EAST LONDON 


With the dust barely settled from the BNP 
by-election campaign in Park Ward of Tower 
Hamlets, in which Steve Smith won 8.4 per- 
cent of the vote, the party will this month be 
fighting a further election, this time in St. 
Peter’s Ward of the same borough, where the 
seat has been made vacant by the death of the 
previously sitting Liberal council member. 

The election will take place on Thursday, 
August 30th, and the candidate will be Ken 
Walsh. A public rally will be held in support of 
the candidate on Saturday, August 15th 
(details on page 20) and the party will need the 
help of all activists who can get to Tower 
Hamlets in the weeks preceding. Those willing 
to help should contact Organiser Eddy Butler 
for information, about activities. Write to PO 
Box 300, Emma Street, London E2 7BZ. 


| THE SPANNER IN THE WORKS | 
(Contd. from page 3) 


functioning because there is an enemy within, 
a ‘spanner in the works’, whose operatives 
desire not our victory but our defeat, not our 
survival but our extinction. 

Until we recognise that enemy and act 
against him the long trail of defeat and failure 
is going to continue. 


Tax Appeal: 
much better results! 


During the last month the response to our 
appeal for donations to help us pay off a big tax 
bill has been much, much better than 
previously. The total in donations marked 
‘Tax Appeal’ comes to £303.00 for the month. 
Probably other donations not thus marked 
were in part intended to help towards the tax 
bill, and so we are allocating to that fund the 
excess of unmarked donations over the 
monthly average, which comes this month to 
£126.50. The total raised towards the bill 
therefore is £429.50. Well done — and thank 
you! 

This leaves a sum still to be raised to pay the 
bill amounting to £103.46. 


BNP men to do sponsored parachute jump 


jumps on Saturday, the 18th August, at the 
Cranfield Aerodrome, Bedford. Proceeds are 
to be split between Milton Keynes Branch and 
the BNP New Building Fund. 

Dave Slaymaker picked up his parachute 
jumping when serving in the Regular Army. 
He served a term in Northern Ireland with the 


NORTH WEST LONDON 
BM Box 3958, London WCIN 3XX 


EAST LONDON 
PO Box 300, Emma Street, Hackney, 
London E2 7BZ 


SOUTH WEST LONDON 
BCM Box 5103, London WCIN 3XX 


SOUTH EAST LONDON 
PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


HILLINGDON 
PO Box 275, Uxbridge, 
Middlesex UB10 8XU 


BARKING & DAGENHAM 
PO Box 12, Dagenham, Essex RM10 7HE 


WEST KENT 
PO Box 48, Tonbridge TN11 9JF 


EAST KENT 
73 Shirkoak Park, Woodchurch, 
Ashford TN26 3QP 


EPPING FOREST 
PO Box 12, Loughton, Essex IG10 2DN ` 


SUFFOLK 
2 Albert Road, Framlingham 


NORFOLK 
9 Johnson Place, Norwich NR2 2SA 


MILTON KEYNES 
PO Box 811, Bradwell Common, 
Milton Keynes, Bucks. MK13 8YZ 


DEVON 
c/o GWR, Sheldon Lane, 
Dunsford, Exeter EX6 7AD 


SOUTH WALES 
PO Box 214, Cardiff CF3 9YB 


NORTH WALES 
PO Box 3, Llangefni, Anglesey L77 7UY 


at PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 


Contact your local party unit 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY is organised into active units extending over most of the areas 
of the United Kingdom. Below we give a list of the main units:- 


The BNP also has units in Richmond-on-Thames, Bromley (Kent), Newmarket, Colchester, 
Reading, Gloucestershire, Bristol, Hertfordshire, Bedford, Stourbridge, North Notts., Newark, 
Mansfield, Grantham, Bolton & Bury, Warrington, Rochdale, Blackpool, Hull, Halifax, 
Dewsbury, Batley, York, Tees-side, Sunderland, Stirling, Fife, Aberdeen and Inverness. If you 
want to make contact with any of these units, or start a new unit, please write to BNP Head Office 


Royal Greenjackets. 

We hope that all BNP friends and 
supporters will send donations to sponsor 
Dave and Colin in their jumps. All monies 
should be posted to Milton Keynes BNP, PO 
Box 811, Bradwell Common, Milton Keynes, 
Bucks. MK13 8YZ. 


LEICESTER 
PO Box 148, Leicester LE3 2YD 


NOTTINGHAM 
PO Box 2, Carlton, Nottingham NG4 3EQ 


WEST NOTTS. 
PO Box 5, Eastwood, Notts. NG16 3RN 


PETERBOROUGH 
PO Box 211, Peterborough, Cambs. PE3 8JE 


BIRMINGHAM 
PO BOx 771, Great Barr, 
Birmingham B44 9LZ 


LIVERPOOL 
PO Box 116, Liverpool L69 1SH 


MANCHESTER & SALFORD 
PO Box 16, Salford M6 5EP 


LEEDS & BRADFORD 
PO Box BR10, Bramley, Leeds 13 


HUDDERSFIELD 
PO Box A43, Huddersfield HD1 4NN 


WAKEFIELD 
PO Box 101, Wakefield WF2 9XY 


SHEFFIELD 
PO Box 44, Sheffield S1 1ES 


DARLINGTON 
PO Box 61, Darlington, Co. Durham DL3 9RD 


TYNE & WEAR 
PO Box 8, South Shields NE33 1LP 


EDINBURGH 
PO Box 719, NWDO, Edinburgh EH4 2SR 


GLASGOW 
PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL 


PAISLEY 
PO Box 72, Paisley, Renfrew PA2 0BH 


DUNDEE 
PO Box 161, Dundee DD1 9YR 
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BRITAIN FIGHTS BACK! 
(Contd. from page 14) 


devoted a whole party political broadcast 
exclusively to attacking the Nationalists, 
saying: “We must do all in our power to 
prevent the coming to power of a fascist 
government that will destroy our freedoms.” 
As these very words were being spoken, 
instructions were being sent out to Labour- 
held local authorities all over the country 
telling them to ban the Nationalists from using 
their meeting halls for election rallies. 
Despite the constant bombardment from 
the press, radio and television of anti-Nation- 
alist propaganda, the British public, by and 
large, ignored this. In the meantime, an 


estimated 17 million viewers watched the sole- 


Nationalist election broadcast. 

Membership of the Nationalist movement 
had by now topped 100,000. Headquarters 
buildings and bookshops had been established 
in most provincial cities and towns. Circul- 
~ ation of British Nationalist newspaper had 
reached the million mark. Britain had never 
seen anything like it. 

The Nationalists now organised a series of 
massed rallies and marches in the run-up to the 
election. 20,000 attended an open-air rally on 
Holbeck Moor, Leeds. 30,000 flocked to hear 
the leader speak in Victoria Park, East 
London. At the latter event 32 Nationalist 
stewards injured defending the platform 
against 2,000 rampaging communists. The 
latter, however, sustained far more injuries 
than the defenders. 

In the largest demonstration, 100,000 
marched through London to Parliament 
Square to protest against the imminent 
invasion by hordes of Hong Kong Chinese 
immigrants, recently given an expulsion order 
by the Red Chinese Government of the former 
colony. Not surprisingly, left-wingers did not 
bother organising a counter-demonstration on 
this occasion! 

On the eve of poll Britain, and the whole 
world, waited for the expected Nationalist 
election victory... 


WANTED: Collector urgently requires 
nationalist audio-cassette — plus VHS 
video-tapes 1935-90. Also historical 


VHS video-tapes of German armed 
forces 1935-45. Please address 
_letters to PO Box 33, Spearhead. 


Send 30p for information pack te:- 


P.O. BOX 117 
WELLING | 
KENT DA16 3DW 


(Telephone enquiries to 081 316 4721) 


"Page twenty 


PUBLIC MEETING 


EAST LONDON 


SATURDAY, AUGUST 25th, 2.30 p.m. 


WEAVER’S FIELD SCHOOL 
VALLANCE ROAD, LONDON E.1 


Start: 2.30 p.m. 


Held in support of Ken Walsh, BNP candidate in St. Peters Ward in by- 
election to Tower Hamlets Council, August 30th 


Speakers will include: - 


KEN WALSH 
STEPHEN SMITH 
JOHN TYNDALL 


Organised by British National Party (East London Region) 


GREEN DEATH 


OR WHITE SURVIVAL? 
(Contd. from page 11) — 


environment in order to further science. This 
only happens when ‘profitability’ — the age- 
old worship of Mammon — becomes a factor. 
In a real nationalist society money would not 
dictate. It would be simple to harness the 
power of the sun, wind and water. It is also 
likely that nuclear fusion would be discovered, 
this being clean and having no harmful radio- 
active by-products. Britain leads the world i in 
this technology. 

A life close to the land is realistic and highly 
desirable, but not to the exclusion of industry. 
In a nationalist society, with its ethos of blood 
and soil, every family would possess its own 
land, with further pastures sought abroad 
when necessary. Farming, of the organic kind, 
would be among the noblest of vocations. 
There should be an end to modern housing 
estates, particularly of the high-rise kind. 
Instead, a nation of yeomen, farmers, warriors 
and artisans, living close to the earth with all 
the positive aspects of white technology, 
should emerge. In the age of struggles ahead, 
between nations, races, cultures and religions 
as these fight for dwindling resources, a 
scientific outlook must be coupled with love of 
race, land and nation. 


E TOWER Saeb r s dale ELECTION | 
(Contd. from page 1 


9th. This was attended by about 130 people, 
nearly all from East London but including four 
young guests from Sweden and also the 
veteran Australian patriot Nick Maine. 
Candidate Steve Smith made his debut as a 
speaker at this rally and gave a most 
impressive address. Also speaking were 
Richard Edmonds, Ken Walsh, David Bruce 
and John Tyndall, with Eddy Butler in the 
chair. 

Congratulations are due to Steve Smith for 
the second of two excellent election results in 
three months, also to local organiser Eddy 
Butler, who organised a highly efficient and 
energetic campaign in the ward. Last but not 
least, thanks to all those active workers who 
put in many hours on Steve’s behalf. 


Hunter (by Andrew Macdonald). A powerful 
new thriller from the author of The Turner 
Diaries. The story of one man’s heroic fight 
against the forces of racial destruction, 
corruption and spiritual sickness afflicting 
America in the 1990s. A story to shock and 
terrify our enemies, a source of inspiration to 
racial nationalists. £4.10 including postage. 
Cheques to Aurora Promotions, PO Box 114, 
Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 6JP. 


